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CURRENT TOPICS. 


AT HIS PRESENT RATE of progress in hearing causes, Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn will require a new transfer in the course of two or 
three weeks. We understand that more than half of the cases 
transferred to him on the 22nd of January will, at the end of this 
week, be exhausted. 





Ir 1s unDERSTOOD that the Attorney-General intends to organize 
a system of contributions from members of the bar towards the 
establishment of the proposed Imperial Institute of the United 
Kingdom, the Colonies, and India, and that the Incorporated Law 
Society propose to adopt a similar plan as regards solicitors. 





Tere 1s an anticipation that, among the honours to be con- 
ferred upon the completion of the fiftieth year of her Majesty’s 
reign, some will be bestowed upon the higher officials of the 
Supreme Court; and it may not perhaps be unreasonable to look 
for a repetition of the precedent set on the opening of the Royal 
Courts with regard to the official heads of the governing bodies 
connected with either branch of the profession. 





THE suaeEstions we ventured to throw out a few weeks ago with. 
regard to the London-provineial meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society have been practically adopted. The council have issued a 
circular to all the London members of the society. informiog them 
that the meeting usually held in the provinces in October will this 
year be held in London, in the week commencing the 6th of June ; 
and in order to make some return for the hospitality received in 
the provinces, it is proposed to give a dinner, a ball, and some 
other entertainment, either theatrical or musical, to be fixed on 
afterwards. The invitation will be extended to all the country 
members of the society, and, having regard to the time of the 
year and the occasion, it is likely to be very well attended. To 
meet the expenses a guarantee fund is proposed to be formed by 
the members of the council and the London. members of the 
society. All members who guarantee up to, but not exceeding, ten 
guineas are to be members of a grand committee for carrying the 
objects in view into effect, and those who guarantee not less than five 
guineas will be entitled to take part in the entertainment. Sub- | 


ecriptions of a less amount than five guineas will also be received. | P' 


Sufficient guarantees ought to flow in soon, though it is doubtful 
whether the maximum has not been put at too low a figure. As 
soon as the guarantees have been received, it is proposed to appoint 
a sub-committee, to whom the duties connected with the organiza- 
tion.of the entertainment will be intrusted. This committee should 
be small and well chosen, because upon it will, ina gu measure, 
depend the failure or success of the undertaking. . While on this 
subject we desire to throw out a suggestion, which is that the 
club should admit as extraordinary members for the week com- 
mencing the 6th of June all country members. present at the 





meeting. This may be witrd vires, but we do not suppose that 





125, a case which seems to have been lost 
Jackson), ‘‘the court would be inundated by 
farmers to farm in accordance with their covenants, 
motions to commit them for not doing so”; and as there 
probably few judges or chief clerks who know tu 
gold wurzel, it is obvious that this extension of 
have involved the addition of an Agricultural 
offices of the Supreme Court, and 
oe gaiters, Nts have had 
earing of these had Maer i 
not enforce specific performance 
has never been doubted since Rayner 
Lord Nortaieton asked, “How can a i 
husbandry ?” It has always been considered that these contracts 
of such a nature that the court cannot enforce their performance. 
But, although the court will not grant a mandatory injunction to com- 
pel a tenant to cultivate and manage his farm in accordance with his 
agreements, it has often granted injunctions to restrain acts of 
farm tenants inconsistent with their express or implied obli ; 
and there is no small difficulty in laying down any clear as to 
the limits within which the granting of these ‘aunetions will be 
confined. In Johnson v. Golewaine (3 Anstr. 749) the Court of 
Exchequer, sitting in equity, attempted to limit intervention 
by injunction to cases of injury in the nature of 
irreparable waste, and refused to restrain mere breaches of contract, 
such as carrying off straw and manuré contrary to the tenant’s 
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"| agreement; but about the same tims, in Geast v. Belfast (1bid., 


749, note (a.) ), an injunction was granted to restrain a tenant from 
carrying off manure in breach of an affirmative covenant to spend 
upon the premises all the hay and manure arising from them (see 
p Fleming v. Snook, 5 Beav. 250, where the doctrine of irre- 
parable injury was disregarded). And in Onslow v. Anon (16 Ves.173 
a tenant from-year to year was restrained from taking away crops 
manure con to the implied affirmative stipulation to farm 
according to the custom of the country. The line of division 
between these cases and the case before Mr. Justice Sr1ni1ve—where 
the tenant, having agreed i 

threatened to sell off all his stock—is, it must be admitted, somewhat 
i injunction, appears to 
there is either 
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carries with it a ive.” 
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circulated, sent, or delivered, any notite, letter, of message exciting, 
or tending to excite, any riot, tumultuous or unlawful meeting, or 
assembly, or unlawful confederation or conspiracy, or threatening 
violence, damage, or injury, upon aty condition of in any event or 
other wise, to the person or property, real or personal, of any person 
whatever, or demaridiig any matter or thing whatso- 
ever, or directing or requiting aty person to do, or not to do, any 
act, or to quit the service or employment of any person, or to set 
or give out any land.” The indictment was for knowingly and 
uinlawtally printing a certain notice, described in the first count as 
“ @gelting, or tending to excite, an unlawful confederacy amongst 


the tradets of Loughrea to refuse to supply goods of all kinds to 
Gertéin persons thet being catetakers of lands, with intent to 
injure said a”: ih the secorid count as “ threatening 


injury atid damage to the traders of Loughres, and god ape d 
if tniy shoald supply goods to certain persons then g oare- 
takers”; and in the third count as “directing and requiring the 
traders of Loughrea not to supply goods to certain persons being 
datetakers.” The notice set out in the indictment was a copy of 
&@ fesolution passed by the local branch of the Irish National 
46 cotidemning the action of the traders of Loughrea in sup- 
blying goods to emergency men, and stating that the league would 
‘ fake such steps as we may deem advisable to boycott any trader 
Who supplies them with such goods.” At the trial it was proved 
that several copies of this notice had been printed and circulated 
) bis isoner’s directions. The prosecution put in a copy of the 
in Gazette containing a proclamation of the district of Loughrea, 
bat gave no other evidence of its disturbed state, and the prisoner 
Was convicted, subject to a case reserved by Mr. Justice AnpREws. 
was some difference of opinion among the judges, but 
of them upheld the conviction. The only judges who 
thought that the conviction ought to be quashed were the Lord 
Baron atid Mr. Justice O’Brrex. The former thought that the 
Meaning of the word “‘ boycott” ought to have been explained by 
evidence, so as to satisfy the jury that the notice amounted to a 
threat of force or violence. He further held that all the three 
Goutits were bad, apart from the consideration that they could not 
fave been sustained without further evidence of ‘‘ the existence of 
iteboy disturbance” in the district. Mr. Justice O’Brrew also 
held that all the counts were bad, since an “ unlawful combination 
6r cohfederacy,” as contemplated by the statute, could not include 
“the casual identity in conduct of a number of traders of different 
kinds upot uncertain and contingent occasions which in fact may 
fiever arise at all.” In the earlier case of Reg. v. Condy (10 L. R. 
ss, 708). & prosecution for boycotting broke down because the court 
held that juty should have been asked whether a notice by 
Which a mah was “declared boycotted by the competent tribunal ” 
tended, as alleged in the indictment, to excite an utlawfal con- 
ede within section 3 of the Whiteboy Act. 





Ir May bE REMEMBERED that throughout the discussions last 
ear and the year before of the Lunacy Bills introduced by Earl 
ELBORNE, and subsequently by Lord Henscnett, we urged the 
Recessity for giving to every person to whom lunacy was imputed 
potest of coutse, to special provisions in urgent cases) an absolute 
ht to demand a judicial investigation before he was deprived of 
liberty. We pointed out the illusory character of the pro- 
visions intended to carry out this object in Lord Henscwett's Bill, 
and when we observed the more effectual provisions which appear 
in clause 3 of Lord Hatspvny’s Lunacy Bill we hoped that the 
pecoasty for further protest had ceased. In committee on the 
|, however, both the predecessors of the present Chancellor fell, 
tooth and nail, on these provisions, being apparently greatly more 
impressed with the necessity for dealing ‘ promptly” and “ with- 
out unnecessary delay’’ with alleged lunatics, than with the 
poesibility that a sane person may be imprisoned. It seems that, 
in deference to these objections, the clause is to be modified, and 
pemains te be cech how far the alteration will be carried. If 
clause should be seriously mutilated, we hope that there will 
soine lawyer in the House of Commons who will attempt 
restore its efficiency. 
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Goldstrom v. Tuallerman (34 W. BR. 507, 17 Q. B. D. 259) in the 
court below, as deciding that a provision that moneys paid for 
insurance by the grantor of a bill of sale should remain a charge 
during a fixed period at a cent. interest, invalidated a 


bill of sale, but did not refer in this connection to the reverdal 
of that decision on appeal (reported 18 Q. B. D. 1). 








REASONABLENESS OF A CONDITION UNDER THE 
RAILWAY AND CANAL TRAFFIC ACT. 


Tuecase of Dickson v. Great Northern Railway Co. (35 W.R. 202, 18 
Q. B. D. 176) raised a number ofinteresting and important points with 
regard to the liability of railway companies as carriers of animals 
and the construction of the provisions of the Railway and Canal 
Traffic Act, 1854. The decision arrived at seems to us to be based 
on most convincing arguments so far as the particular case was 
concerned, but each of the jadges of appeal, in delivering 
judgment, appears to have enunciated a proposition about which 
we must confess to feeling some little difficulty. 

The question upon which the case turned was whether a certain con- 
dition contained in a printed ticket signed by a person delivering a dog 
to a railway company for carriage was just and reasonable within the 
meaning of the 7th section of the Railway and Canal Traffic 
Act, 1854. The condition was as follows:—‘‘The company ate 
not and will not be common carriers of dogs, nor will they receive 
dogs for conveyance except on the terms that they shall not be 
responsible for any amount of damages for the loss thereof, or for 
injury thereto, beyond the sum of £2 unless a higher value be 
declared at the time of delivery to the company, and a per- 
centage of five per cent. paid upon the excess of value beyond the 
£2 so declared.” The court held, in substance, that, though 
the company were not bound to be common carriers of dogs, they 
were bound to carry dogs on reasonable terms, and that the condition 
was unreasonable on the ground that the percentage of five per 
cent. was unreasonably large. They held that the addition of that 
percentage to the ordinary fare made the total fare for the carriage 
of the dog from London to Newcastle, on the terms of the ordinary 
liability of bailees for hire, outrageously large, and, therefore, 

tically left the sender no alternative but to accept terms which 
imported total absence of liability on the part of the company 
even for gross negligence or wilful misconduct of their servants. 

Inasmuch as they appear to have held this with regard to the 
condition as applied to the particular case—viz., that of a journey 
from London to Newcastle—the proposition to which we allude 
is, perhaps, to be regarded as only an obiter dictum. It appears 
to be to the effect that, when the condition is by way of general 
notice or condition given or used by the company indiscriminately in 
all cases, the reasonableness or otherwise of the condition must be 
judged of, not in relation to the circumstances of the particular 
case only, but to all possible cases to which the condition would apply. 
For instance, a percentage on the value of the dog which might 
make the fare not excessive for a long distance—as from London 
to Newcastle—might still conceivably make it excessive for a 
journey of a few miles. And it would seem that the court thought 
that, if such a condition were unreasonable as applied to such a 
journey, it would be unreasonable generally, although it was 
really unnecessary to decide the point. Lord Esher, M R., says: 
“The condition appears to be a notice to the public in general, 
applicable to the case of all persons for whom dogs are carried, and 
I think, therefore, we have to see whether it is reasonable as 
applied to all cases to which it is applicable.” Lindley, LJ., 
says: ‘‘ The contract in question is a printed form applicable 
indiscriminately to all senders of all dogs by all trains and to all 
places to which the company agree to carry dogs. This circum- 
stance justifies the court in looking to the contract, not only with 
reference to the plaintiff, but also with reference to its reasonable- 
ness to the public generally. It is not like a special contract 
which is not a common form.” Lopes, L.J., said: *‘ Having 
regard to the fact that the terms are contained in a printed 
notice, and are used indiscriminately, whatever the ordinary 
fare may be, and whether the distance is long or short, I am of 
opinion that the reasonableness of the terms must be determined 
with reference to the public at large, and not with reference 
to the conveyance of this particular dog from London to New- 
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We cannot help feeling some doubt whether this view of the case 
is not at bottom inconsistent with the finally established 
by the case of Peck v. North Staffordshire Railway Co. (10 Hf. L. 
Cas. 473). The devision that the condition, to be effective, 
must be embodied in a signed special contract seems to us to involve 
the view that these notices or conditions are, after all, 
effective as terms of a contract; and, that being so, it seems to us 
difficult to see why the reasonableness of such a condition sho 
be considered, otherwise than with regard tothe circumstances of this 
particular contract. It is not as if the i had given to 
the company power to make general conditions im invitos, to affect 
the publie, as being in the nature, as it were, of statutory bye- 
laws; it might well be then that the condition must be reason- 
able, as applied te all circumstances, te be valid; bat we cannot 
very well see, having regard to the decisions, how the 

be construed as meaning anything more than that the «pecial; 
contract must be reasonable, and, if 80, i¢ seems to 

that must be judged of with regard to the bearing of the contract 
on the particular case in reference to which it is made. We shall 
look forward with interest to the further discussion of aot ape 
which may be very important in relation to the constru 0 
these special contracts. 

Though there may be little difficulty in arriving at the conclu- 
sion that the percentage in the particular condition which we are 
discussing was too large, it seems to us that the effect of the 
considerations relied upon by the judges is to shew the great 
difficulties that must arise in the application of the provisions of 
the 7th section of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act to the 


Eee 


exigencies of railway traffic in general. The 7th section in| j 


terms makes, with regard to certain animals, provisions 
which, in form, are analogous to those of the con- 
dition in the case we are discussing. It is provided, with 
regard to sheep for instance, that no more than £2 shall be re- 
coverable unless the value is declared, in which case the company 
may charge a reasonable percentage on the excess of value so 
declared over £2. It would appear that this percen’ may be 
fixed irrespectively of the distance for which the animal is carried ; 
and, if the statute provides for the same percentage being imposed, 
whatever the distance, in the case of sheep, it appears impossible 
to say that the same is not to hold good in the case of percentages 
fixed by special contracts with regard to animals not expressly 
provided for by the 7th section. It seems extremely difficult to 
say with reference to what considerations the reasonable ——_ 
is to be fixed. There is nothing to shew whether the Legislature 
contemplated something in the nature of a premium of insurance 
or a reward for extra responsibility involving extra care. In one 
case the reasonableness would seem to depend on some such basis 
as the calculation of the average rate of casualties in proportion to 
the number of carriages of animals of the sort. in question. We 
do not know how far such a calculation would be possible, but it 
is manifest that many difficulties would arise. In the other case 
it seems equally difficult to arrive at a reasonable percentage as 
applicable to all distances indiscriminately. 








COVENANTS RUNNING WITH THE LAND. 
(II.) COVENANTS IN GENERAL (continued). 


In our last article we shewed that there has been a strong current 
of judicial opinion setting against the possibility of the burden of 
any such covenants as those now in question running with the land 


—covenants, namely, touching the doing or not doing of certain | i 
things connected with it. But, in the place of the doctrine thus | i 


exploded, a more powerful engine still for effecting the same 
purpose has been discovered in the equitable doctrine of notice. 
This we shall now further examine. It rests, as we -_ seen, 
upon the view that a man who has purchased anything, knowing 
that his vendor has entered into a contract with regard to that 


thing, is bound to do nothing that would cause a breach of such. 


contract. This, of course, is a great development of the doctrine, 
as compared with the manner in which it was applied by Lord 
Brougham in Keppel v. Bailey (1884, 2 My. @ K. 617). He, 
we have seen, sed to give tp aues When this 
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Eyoherae they went by strict law. A zent service issues only. 
}}out of the land demised, and a rent-charge must be properly 
imposed, and cannot shift about from one piece of land to another, 
Thus, in neither form, could the power be But, on 
appeal, S. brought in the late Mr. Joshus who ex- 

unded to the court and his opponents the doctrine of notice, 4 
footrine which the latter admitted they could not with- 
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“ A perpetuity may be defined to be a future limitation, restrain- 
ing the owner of the estate from aliening the fee simple of the 
property discharged of such future use or estate, before the event is 
determined or the period is arrived when such future use or estate is 
to arise.” 

It is implied, of course, that such event or period is more remote 
than the law allows. Thus, the rule against perpetuities forbids 
future estates and interests from arising beyond the proper period ; 
but the covenants we are discussing are present interests, 
and no more offend against the rule than easements or 

rent-charges, or any other of the lesser rights which 
may be cut off from the totality of rights known as the owner- 
ship. Again, the rule against perpetuities may be infringed 
although the objectionable interest is vested in a person who is 
capable of releasing it. The mistake of Lord Brougham was 
repeated very strikingly in Gilbertson v. Richards (4 H. & N. 
277, 5 H. & N. 453). The same view was taken also by Fry, J., 
in Birmingham Canal Co. v. Cartwright (11 Ch. D. 421). This 
was a case in which the owner of land had covenanted to give a 
right of pre-emption over it, unlimited in point of time. Mr. 
Justice Fry expressed himself as follows :—‘‘ I think that where- 
ever @ right or interest is presently vested in A. and his heirs, 
although the right may not arise wntil the happening of some con- 
fingeney which may not take effect within the period defined by the 

inst perpetuities, such right or interest is not obnoxious 
to that rule, and for this reason. The rule is aimed at preventing 
the suspension of the power of dealing with property—the aliena- 
tion of land or other property. But, when thereis a present right 
of that sort, although its exercise may depend upon a future con- 
tingency, and the right is vested in an ascertained person or persons, 
that person or persons, concurring with the person who is subject to 
the right, can make a perfectly good title to the property. The 
total interest in the land, s0 to speak, is divided between the cove- 
nantor and the covenantec, and they can together at any time alienate 
the land absolutely.” 

The whole matter, however, was reviewed, and the above 
—_ corrected in London and South-Western Railway Co. v. 

(1882, 30 W. R. 321, 620, 20 Ch. D. 562). There 
the company sold superfluous land, and the purchaser cove- 
manted to re-convey at the same price whenever it was 
wanted for the railway. The matter first came before Kay, 
J. He quoted the two cases just referred to, but refused to 
be bound by them. In his opinion a present right to an 
interest in property which might arise at a period beyond 
the legal limit was void, notwithstanding that the person 
entitled to it might release it. This view he established on the 
authority of eminent writers, such as Butler, Lewis, and Jarman. 
But as he considered that the covenant in question did not, in fact, 
create an interest in the land, he held that the rule against per- 
petuities did not apply, and that the covenant could be enforced on 
the principle of Zulk v. Moxhay. In the Court of Appeal he was 
strongly supported as to the former part of his judgment, and the 
matter was fully treated by Jessel, M.R., but, as to the latter, it 
was held that the covenant did constitute an interest in land, and 
so was void within the rule. 

It is thus clearly established that a covenant binding the land in 
equity—#.c., binding successive owners with notice—is not void as 

rule against perpetuities, unless it is of such a 
nature as to create, when it takes effect, an interest in the land. 

But, although the doctrine that the burden of the covenants in 
question is binding by virtue of notice seems to be thus settled, 
and the objection to it, on the ground of perpetuity, to be suc- 
cessfully overcome, yet.a learned writer on the law of real property 
has expressed s doubt upon the final accoptance of the doctrine. 
It may be interesting to quote the following from Mr. Challis (Real 
Property oe 151) :-— 

“ But the whole principle of Tulk v. Moxhay rests upon dubious 
grounds of equity, and it seems in the courts below to have been 
carried to some absurd lengths. It has never been considered by 
the House of Lords; and it is not improbably destined, like the 
doctrine of the consolidation of mortgages, to have its wings clipped 
whenever it shall come before that august tribunal.” 

We have said nothing as to the form of the covenant, whether 
it should be made by the covenantor merely, or whether, in order 

to bind assigns taking with notice, they should be expressly men- 
For this latter requirement there seems to be no reason ; 


tioned. 


advisable for assigns always to be mentioned when they are 
intended to be bound. The section only deals with the devolution of 
the benefit of the covenant; the framers of the Act seem to 
have preferred not to touch the question of the burden. 








TRANSFER OF BEERHOUSE CERTIFICATES. 
(Simonds v. Blackheath Justices, 35 W. R. 167, 17 Q. B. D. 765.) 


BEFORE the passing of the Wine and Beerhouse Act, 1869, a beer- 
house licence was obtained from the Excise without any intervention 
of justices, but that Act required a certificate from the general 
annual licensing meeting of justices as an authority for the Excise 
licence, thus assimilating the law as to beerhouses to that relating to 
public-houses under 9 Geo. 4, c. 61. But by section 8 a certificate in 
respect of a licence for sale for consumption off the premises was not 
to be refused except on some of the four grounds there specified, and 
by section 19 a certificate for sale for consumption on the premises 
was not to be refused in the case of a house with respect to which an 
on-licence was in force on ist May, 1869, except on some of 
the same grounds. By section 7 of the Wine and Beerhouse Act 
Amendment Act, 1870, section 19 of the Act of 1869 is made to 
extend to licences by way of renewal from time to time of licences in 
force on Ist May, 1869, ‘‘ whether such licences continue to be 
held by the same person, or have been or may be transferred to any 
other person or persons.” 

The question in the above case was whether the justices at special 
sessions intrusted with transfers of public-house justices’ licences and 
beerhouse certificates (among other cases) from an outgoing to an 
incoming occupier of premises, were, on an application for transfer 
of a certificate for an on-licence for premises in respect of which an 
on-licence was in force on 1st May, 1869, restricted to refusing 
the transfer upon some of the grounds referred to in secti»n 19 of the 
Act of 1869, or whether they had an unqualified discretion to refuse 
the transfer. 

In the Act of 1869 the only distinct provision—and, it is submitted, 
the only provision—relative to transfers is section 9, authorizing a 
transfer at petty sessions, which was to remain in force till the next 
special sessions or the next annual licensing meeting, whichever came 
first ; and that enactment merely says : ‘‘ Acertificate may be transferred 
to a new tenant... by the justices . .-. in petty sessions.” Theenact- 
ment was repealed by the Act of 1870, and the enactments in that Act 
on this subject are the following :—Section 4, sub-section (4), enacts, 
‘* Tt shall be in the discretion of the justices to whom an application 
for a transfer is made, either to allow or refuse the application, or to 
adjourn the consideration thereof”; and sub-section (5), after 
repealing section 9 of the Act of 1869 as already mentioned, enacts 
that, ‘‘ subject to the provisions of this section, all the provisions of 
the Act 9 Geo. 4, c. 61, and Acts amending the same, relating to 
. . » the transfer, removal, and transmission of such licences 
{that is, justices’ licences], and the grant of licences upon assign- 
ment, death, change of occupancy, or other contingency ‘ 
shall have effect with re to certificates granted, or to be granted, 
under the principal Act [the Act of 1869] and this Act.” The words 
** subject to the provisions of this section ’’ can only have reference to 
the preceding sub-section (4). 

In the above case the court, consisting of Lord Coleridge, C.J., and 
Bowen, L.J., having taken time to consider, in their judgment 
adopted the idea that before the passing of the Act of 1870 there was 
‘* a fetter” on the discretion of the justices in the case of applications 
for a transfer, and, there being no provision previously made for the 
adjournment of special sessions, considered that section +, sub-section 
(4), of the Act of 1870 ‘“‘though perhaps inartistically expressed, 
really was designed only to perfect the procedure at a transfer 
sessions by making adjournments lawful,” and accordingly held that 
there was the same restriction upon the power of a special sessions to 
refuse a transfer as there was upon the power to refuse a renewal at 


the annual licensing meeting. 
The provisions affecting the question under consideration seem 
scarcely to have been adequately t with in the judgment, and we 


submit, with deference, that the conclusion come to by the court was 
erroneous. We are unable to find any previous statutory fetter on the 
transfer such as the court was referring to; section 19 of the Act of 1869, 
which ap to have been supposed to place this fetter upon justices 
at ial sessions, uses the expression, “it shall not be lawful for the 
justices to refuse,” but it appears to us that this section, as was con- 
tended by counsel for the justices, has no reference to special 
sessions, and that the scheme of the Act shews that the justices 





mentioned in this section are the justices st the annual licensing 
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provided the intention be clear that the assigns should be bound, it 
is immaterial whether they are mentioned or not. Reference may 
be made, however, to Wolstenholme and Turner’s Conveyancing 
Acts, p. 113, where, in the note to section 58, it is stated to be 





[ed 


Koo 8 bd kr rpwb 








, it 
nay 
ing 

be 
are 
; of 


fer 


ise 


ot 
as 
ns 
ne 
mn 
d, 


at 


at 


8 
18 
16 
) 
8 
18 


- 


8 





_ Feb. 26, 1887. 








meeting only, and we have already noticed the only provision we 
find in the Act of 1869 relating to transfers. ore to us also 
that the language of sub-section (4) is too clear to admit of being 
limited in the way held by the court, Indeed, the fair import of the 
language does not appear to have been doubted, but the court seem 
to have felt justified in putting on it a forced construction, saying “‘ it 


would seem unnatural to infer that previous statutory fetters = i 


disallowance or refusal were, by a side wind, to be abolished.” 
Sub-section (5) of section 4, strangely enough, was not referred 
to by the court in the judgment. 

Supposing even the court to be right in their construction of 
section 19 of the Act of 1869, and of section 4, sub-section (4), of the 
Act of 1870, it appears to us that the decision arrived at is not 
helped, as sub-section (5) is, we think, alone sufficient to give to the 
justices unqualified discretion. That sub-section applies, as we have 
seen, the provisions of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61, relating to transfers, and it is 
quite clear that those provisions give ualified discretion to the 
justices at special sessions. This sufficiently ap from The Queen 
v. Moore and others, Justices of Hertford (7 Q. B. D. 542), before 
Grove, Lindley, and Stephen, JJ., a case decided in 1881, which 
arose upon section 15 of the Licensing Act, 1874, enabling the owner 
of premises. where the licensed person has forfeited his licence 
reason of having been convicted of any of the offences there ified, 
to apply at special sessions for a licence, and making applicable the 
provisions of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61, with to the t of licences 
at special sessions. It was there held that the Soutien of the 
justices under section 14 of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61 (the enactment concerning 
transfers), was unquestionable, and that the justices had not less 
discretion under section 15 of the Act of 1874. 

The decision just noticed is not only of value as shewing the 
effect of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61, s. 14, but also as shewing the effect of an 
application of that enactment in another Act, and it is remarkable 
that it was apparently not referred to in the case we are discu 
Indeed, the circumstances in The Queen v. Moore seem to us so analog- 
ous to those in the present case, that the decision appears to be quite 
in point to shew that the discretion of the justices at ial sessions 
with respect to the transfer of beerhouse certificates is unqualified, 
there being nothing in the Act of 1870 to qualify the application of 
the provisions as to transfer of 9 Geo. 4, c, 61, except indeed 
sub-section (4), by which, it appears to us, the islature meant to 
make it clear that the justices at special sessions are to have un- 
qualified discretion. 

Referring to section 7 of the Act of 1870, above noticed, restrict- 
ing to certain grounds the refusal of an application at the 
annual licensing meeting in respect of a renewal of a licence by a 
transferee of the licence, we may remark that it does not seem to us 
there is any incunsistency between the justices at the annual licensing 
meeting being thus restricted, and there being an unrestricted dis- 
cretion in the justices at specisl sessions to refuse a transfer; it may 
well, we think, be conceived that the Legislature, while securing to 
the original licensee, or to a person who has, by the authority of the 
justices at special sessions, become a transferee, the right to renewal, 
may have intended to give full discretion to the justices as to allow- 
ing a transfer; and even if there were such inconsistency, it is surely 
a matter for legislative interference, and not to be got over by a 
strained interpretation of clear enactments. 

We may add that, as regards the transfer of a certificate for 
an off-licence, no argument for limiting the discretion of justices at 
special sessions can at this day be adduced, since, by 45 & 46 Vict. c. 
34, the restrictions in section 8 of the Act of 1869, on the 
of a certificate for an off-licence, are virtually 








REVIEWS. 
THE YEAR BOOKS. 


Year Books or THE Reon or Kiye Epwarp THE THIRD. 
Years XIII. and XIV. Edited and translated by LuxE Owzn 
Prxe, Barrister-at-Law. (ROLLS SERIES.) 

This excellent volume is another contribution towards the work of 
relieving us from the national reproach, that we treat with supine 
neglect our unequalled stores of historical and documents. 
The design of the series is to publish those <= which have 
hitherto remained unedited, though many of the cases reported were 
known to the profession by means of a of them contained 
in the old abri ts and other early authorities. The industry, 
learning, and ability of the editor, Mr. Pike, are worthy of very high 

raise, and we venture to indulge a hope that, when he has. t 
is present arduous undertaking to a successful his talents 
may be employed in illustrating a new edition of the cld year books 


THE PRINCIPLES OF THE LAW OF RATING OF HEREDITAMENTS IW 
THE OccuPATION OF CoMPANTES. By J. H. BatFour Browne, 
Q.C. Sxconp Eprrion. By Avurmor and D. Norman 
M‘Naveuton, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
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extracts from judgments and 
them. We do not know that we are entitled to of the 
adoption of this method, though our own view is 

We entirely agree with the author (p. 189) that “ 

decisions and not count we 

that, in order to render a book of 
decisions should be fuirly and 
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mation of the opinions of ey 
case (L. R. 1 Q. B. 666), which still @ large space in the 
book, we think that this essential has a Sr 

in mind. The recent cases 


on 
treated of in the book will be found stated and discussed, and an 
appendix contains three unreported cases. 
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SNELL’S EQUITY. 


THE PRINCIPLES OF EQUITY, INTENDED FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS 
AND THE Prorgssion. By Epmunp H. T. Swett, 

Law. EicurH Epririon. By ARCHIBALD 
Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

tio featue of ie yuneet snes Ee oe one 
** Epitome 


of chapters. 
tions, so far as we have them, 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY’S CALENDAR. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 
Sir,—Why will not the Council of the ees Low 
wlons ti which I advocated in a paper ppg hogs | 
Provincial Meeting, and which is in print, wherein I shewed how, at 


tra or trouble, the 
might both published on the 1st of January yearly, and be evidence 


that there was break in the currency of a solicitor’s annual 
certificate ? All that was alteration 
stamped cer was required 2 ee ee 











commonly so called. We have some reason to su that the 
of such a new edition may be not altogether visionary and to 
lawyer, 98 distinguished from the historian, it present even 
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CASES OF THE WEEK, 


EBERLES HOTELS AND RESTAURANT 00. (LIM.) ». JONAS & 
BROTHERS—C. A. No. 1, 22nd February. 


Oouraty—Lrquimarion—Mvrvat Deatres—Banxrvurtcy Acr, 1883, s. 
88—Acriow or Dermvuzs—Ricur To ser orr A Dest. 


On May 1, 1884, the plaintiffs deposited a quantity of cigars with the 
defendants as security for a debt of £600 for cigars sugpiied by the 
defendants to the plaintiffs. At this time the plaintiffs owed the defend- 
ants another sum of £280 for ofher cigars supplied. On the 6th of 
November, 1884, the plaintiff company went into liquidation. Previously 
to this date the plaintiff company had paid off £400 of the £600 debt, 
and subsequently thereto the liquidator paid off the remaining £200, 
and brought this action in detinue to recover the cigars. The defendants 
eon! that they were entitled, under section 33 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, gp 0 eats Ge ive of the cigars the un debt of 
£280, as ** mu dealings’’ within the meaning of that section, 
section 10 o Judicature Act, 1875, hayi applied the rules in bank- 
ruptcy on this point to companies in liquidation whose assets were 

to meet their liabilities. Mathew, J., found that the value of 
the was £135, and that, as his judgment would onl ve the 
the value of the — section 38 applied, and the defendants 

‘were to set off £280 against sum, The liquidator 


wat allowed the appeal. Lord Esuzx, M.R., said the claim 







was for thexecovery of the cigars wrongfully withheld by the defendants 
from the tiffs. The defendants claimed that they should not be 
bound to the , but that there were mutual dealings between the 

enti them to set off their claim of £280 against the value 


By section 158 of the Companies Act, 1862, any claim sound- 
i damages was provable in aliquidation. In this case there were 
** mutual dealings’’ on both sides within section 88 ; on one side security 
money due, and on the other side a sale of goods creating a 
at the section required that an account should be taken of what 
from one party to the other, and the balance struck. The mutual 
therefore, must be such that an account could be taken in the 
entioned. Section 38 ought to be construed as widely as possible 
include all claims that would result in a money claim on both 
Steel Co. v. Naylor (31 W. B. 80, 9 Q. B. D. 648) mp- 
view. But the j nent in detinue at common law was for 
the if possible, and if not for their value. The value 
ative. The writ to the sheriff, following the form of 
was that he should seize the very } sg claimed and deliver 
plaintiff, or if he could not then he was to seize other 
value. The Common Law Procedure Act, |1854, and 
» did not alter the nature of the judgment in an action of 
gre the judge power to make a ial order, That being 
., had no right to supersede that judgment and compel the 
take the value of the cigars, An account, therefore, could 
as there was a money claim on one side and ¢ claim to 
on the other. Hence, though there were mutual dealings, they did 
in an account that could be taken within section 38. The plain- 
» were entitled to the cigars, and the defendants could only 
prove for thei claim in the liquidation. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred. 
French, Q.0., and 17. Ribton ; Finlay, Q.0., and J. G. Witt. 
Soxicrrons, Smith, Leaver, § Lewes, for Snowball, Smith, ¢ Lewes, Liverpool ; 
Lumley § Lumiey. 


BUOKMASTER ». BUCKMASTER—C. A. No. 2, 18th February. 


Mangrep Woman—Inrant—Serriement or Reversionany InTErEst—~ 
Conrramation—Inrants’ Marriace Serruements Act, 1855 (18 & 19 
Vier. o, 43). 


The question in this case was as to the power of the court to make 4 
u ent of a reversionary interest in 1 estate belong- 
to a female ward of court who has married without the sanction of the 
In April, 1862, L., a ward of court, eighteen years of " 
married 8., without the sanction of the court or the knowledge of her 
guardian. She was then, uoder the will of her father, who 
died in 1848, entitled to a reversionary interest in estate, subject 
to her mother’s life interest. In 1863 a settlement was made by Mr. and 
Mrs. 8., and was signed by the chief clerk of Wood, V.C., as having been 
——_ by the judge. > this deed the reversionary interest of the 
was settled, on trust for the wife for life, with remainder to the 
children of the marriage, as the husband and wife jointly, or as the sur- 
vivor, should t, and in default of appointment for the children 
at stg; _o otto ts ‘ esa pore for the oes of 

x , na y various interes udin 
gpd Mrs. §. and the tenant for life, a sum of £5105 Gomole pd 
to the trustees of the settlement as part of the property of 
Mrs. 8. thereby settled. In 1877 Mrs. 8. obtained a judicial tion 
from her husband on the Pau of his cruelty, and she was ordered to 
him £100 a year. In 1882 the marriage was dissolved on account of 
husbai:d’s oe, Be dag - In 1883 the Divorce Division made 
an extinguishing all the interest of 8, 
theseia, and also discharging Mrs. 8. from the order Bed him £100 a 


and he was afterwards ordered to Mrs. 8. £1 for the 
Saildoen. Om the death of the tenant for life in 1886 Mro'a., kan 


oer eT, to have her amounting to £20, 


on the : settlement was not 
on her, as she was, at the date of its execution, a married womap 
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infant, and the interest arose under an instrument made before 
the date at which the Infants’ Settlements Act came into eo 
Bacon, V.C., held (83 Ch. D. 483) that the settlement was , either 
ander the inherent jurisdiction of the court over the property of its 
wards, or under the Infants’ Settlements Act; and that, even if it was 
—s invalid, it had been confirmed by acquiescence. 

z Covrt or Appgat (Corron, Lixptey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) reversed 
the decision, holding that the petitioner was absolutely entitled to the 
fund. Oorron, L.J., said that the case had been dealt with as if the 
engeliant were seeking to be relieved from the settlement, but she was 

ly claiming the fund in court as the person entitled to it under her 
father’s will, She said that she was in the position of a single woman 
to all intents and p because the reversionary interest did not fall 
in till after the divorce, and that she was entitled to it as if she had sur- 
viyed her husband. On the other side it was said that the interest was 
bound by the settlement which had been approved by the court. When 
the settlement was éxecutefl she was an infant married woman, who had 
no power to dispose of the reversionary interest in question during cover- 
ture. The Infants’ a Settlements Act of 1855 was relied on. 
In Re Sampson and Wall (25 Ch. D. 482) it was held that the Act 
to post-nuptial settlements executed upon the occasion of m : 
But the question now was whether the Act only got rid of the disability of 
infancy, or did something more. In his lordship’s opinion it did no more. 
In his lordship’s opinion the true construction of section 1 was that it 
gave an infant the power, on e, to dispose cf property which, if 
adult, the eettlor would have had power to dispose of. In other words, the 
Act only removed the disability of infancy, but it did not give an infant 
power to dispose of that which an adult would have had no power to dispose 
of. The whole section must be read together, and then it appeared that 
this was the intention. The Vice-Chancellor had, however, relied on the 
inherent of the Court of Chan to deal with the property of its 
wards. But had the court power to the ap aes ofa ward? There 
was no statute which gave the court power orfeit the property of a 
cael aka tenes waa leave, and it must be borne in mind that to 
make a settlement giving the wife’s property to her children would be to 
take it from her, even though it might be for her benefit so to settle it, 
In Re Murray (3 Dr. & War. 83) Lord St. Leonards had disclaimed such a 
power, and J Turner, in Field vy. Moore (i De G.M. & G. 691), 
said there was no authority for the position that contempt gave the court 
jurisdiction to make a ment binding on a ward who had been mar- 
ried without leave. Then it was said that it was a matter of course to 
order a person who had married without leave to execute a settlement. 
That was so; in such a case the court was dealing with a contempt, and 
it punished the husband by making him give up rights to his wife’s prop- 
erty which he would have acquired by the marrage. Against a husband 
in contempt such orders were made, but it had never been the practice of 
the court toe order a female ward to give up her property and impose on hera 
malty. The settlement must therefore be regarded as ineffectual to bind 
interest. But it was urged that she had confirmed 
the settlement before the Footing: in the Divorce Court But at that 
time she was incapable of dealing with the property. As to the £5,405 
Consols, if she had taken advantage of the aunt so°as to raise a 
question of election between her and her husband the case would have 
been different, but no such question was raised. Further, it was con- 
tended that, by the —— to be relieved of the payment of £100 a 
year to her husband, wife had confirmed the settlement ; but there 
could be no question of acquiescence where the settlement was 
ineffectual. If it had been binding till set aside, acquiescence would 
have been very important. Lastly, it was that the variation of the 
settlement by the Divorce Court the settlement as binding. 
whether she ought still to’ pay the “S100 s.year. ‘The settlement was 
whether oO y the a year. se was 
selanen the 


he wife’s reversi 


valid as the t of hus on him, and no 
declaration of trust was made by the "s e settlement in a 

to extin the interest of the h . She now asked the 
court that her be given to her, and there was no obstacle 


in her way. order of the Vice-Chancellor must be reversed, and the 
fund must be transferred to her. The husband could apply to the 
Divorce Division for a reduction, under the altered circumstances, of the 
allowance of £120 which he was ordered to pay her when she had a much 
smaller income. Linpizy, L.J., said that if the settlement had been 
made before the marriage, it would have been operative as to the rever- 
slo interest, the only incapacity being infancy. The Act removed the 
disability of infancy, but more, That was the only construction 
which reconciled its provisions. e arising from the fact that 
the settlement was approved by the court was removed by the considera- 


Counszt, Fischer, Q.C., and Bickley Rogers; Marten, Qo. and 2. L. 
Wilkinson ; Millar, Q.C., and Brabant. Sotscrréns, Purkis ¢ Oo. ; Hadden- 
Woodward § Co. ; Oapron, Daltons, ¢ Co. 


Re HOTCHKEN'S SETTLED ESTATES—C. A. No. 2, 23rd February. 
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“Carrran Money ’—Arrrovat or Scusme sy Taustess—OConpirion 
Precepent—Setrriep Lanp Act, 1882, ss..25, 26. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 234), the 
question being as to the jurisdiction of the court to sanction the B pie nye 
of the cost of making a permanent improvement to a settled estate out of 
‘* capital money” in the hands of the trustees of the settlement for the 
purposes of the Settled Land Act. The tenant for life, without first 
consulting the trustees, had executed the work, which was for the 
improvement of a well of mineral water on the estate, at his own expense, 
and afterwards submitted a scheme to the trustees for their approval, 
which they gave, and, after doing so, plied to the court to sanction 
the payment of the cost of the works ou of monays in their hands, which 
had arisen from the subsequent sale of the estate 
under the Act. North, J., held that, as a scheme had not been su 
to the trustees for their approval before the work was executed, he 
no jurisdiction under section 26 of the Act to sanction the payment of the 
cost by the trustees out of “‘capital money.’’ Section 26 provides: 
**(1) ere the tenant for life is desirous that capital arising 
under this Act shall be applied in or towards payment lor tn tengooven 
ment authorized by this Act, he may submit for approval to the trustees 
of the settlement, or to the court, as the case may require, a scheme for 
the execution of the improvement, shewing the expenditure 
thereon. (2) Where the capital money to be is in the hands of 
trustees, then, after a scheme is approved by them, the trustees may 
apply that money in or towards payment for the whole or part of any 
work or ee comprised in the improvement, on (inter alia) (8) an 
order of the court directing or authorizing the trustees to so ya 
specified portion of the capital money.” 

Tus Covrr or Appzat (Corron, Linptzy, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. -Corron, L.J., was of opinion that the work was one of 
those authorized by section 25 of the Act, as being an improvement of 
an existing well. But the question was whether the court - 
tion to authorize the trustees to pay the cost of the improvement out of the 
money which had arisen from the sale of the estate? In his lordship’s 
opinion it had not. Indeed, he had very t doubt whether there would 
be power to sanction the payment for an improvement upon land which 
was no longer subject to the settlement, even if a scheme had been sub- 
mitted to and approved by the trustees before the work was executed. 
He would not, however, decide that point now, for he thought that, before 
the work was exeeuted, a scheme ought to be submitted for the 
of the trustees or the court, as the case might Be. It had been 


ae 


urge 
that section 26 was only permissive. But the meaning of it waa that, if | tator 


the tenant for life wished to have the cost of the work P ng out of 
‘‘ capital money,’’ he must follow the steps pointed out by Act. In 
his lordship’s opinion the court would in a wrong position if, 
after the tenant for life hed spent the money, he could come 

and ask it to sanction its repaymen' by the 

money.’’ It was true that the court had often authorized the application 
of money paid into court under the Lands Clauses Act in the payment of 
re gearery a incurred for the benefit of a settled a in 

© present case, the court was acting under a statutory power, 
to at atm that the provisions of the Act should be followed strictly. “fee 


t 


was a@ sufficient ground for the decision. Lxopzisy, LJ., also of 
opinion that the court had no power to sanction the He 
would not touch upon the point which Cotton, L.J., bad s' . But 
he thought that the key te the whole procedure under 26 was the 


submitting of a scheme shewing the proposed expenditure. It was urgedthat 
this would be a narrow construction of the section. Noone, however, who 
had had cal experience of thane mations aaah Bot that there 
— me naar os Bet dpe pogo age on 
lor pro w an ng 
If Toduntee tanned as Sedtiod ts a man he 
sider whether there was any better alternative seheme. If 
already done, he would only consider whether it was for the benefit 
estate. His mind would approach the matter in a totally different 
the twe eases. The court would strain the language of 
were to accede to this application, and would open the 
dangerous expenditure. Under the pressure of the fact 
weve er already eqns Be tenant a trustees — 
y to ratify m things which they would have approved 
first instance. cee L.J., coneurred. 
scheme should be approved, and it w: 
use of the approval of a scheme for works which 


was to give the court a contro] over the works, 
of construction. He refrained! from 
suggested by Cotton, L.J.—Oounsmt, F. 7. Procter; J. T. Doda. 
ror, H. P. Cobb. 


Re PEARCE, McLEAN »o. SMIRH—Kay, J., 24th Febmary. 


Practice—Apuryistration Actron—Oosrs, Owarc: 
Exxecvurorn—No Prxsonat Estatre—Lirrearron ut BATE Drv1sroy. 


In this case a question was raised as to the right of an executor, as 
defendant to a ae action for the bseagememigg of = teal and 
rsonal estate o' testator, to have costs, charges, expenses 
provided for in priority to the plaintiff and the other creditors, there 
g, in fact, no personal estate. The validity of tlie testutor’s will had 
been contested by the testator’s heir-at-law in an action in 
Division, in which the executor unded the will, ot 
pronounced in favour of the will, and the heit-at-law 
costs of the action. shee oe oT een The f 
action was brought for the purpose of making the testator’s 
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titled to be paid in priority to him, and the appitestion was supported 
b m attend 
ofl the appittatine, the, of Mir». Mor BW. 88,2 Drow B81) 
and Charter v. Charter . 4, . 218) were referred to, as 
shewing that the costs of m in the Probate were not in 
priority to the costs of an administration action, nor Teal 
estate. Kay, J., pointed out that in those cases Wers 
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Kary, J , directed s costs in the administration action, as 
and client, to be first ; next the costs of the : 

tiff; and lastly the testator’s nest, W. B. Heath ; ’ 
Q.6., and Maidlow, Soxrcrrons, , ¢ Co., tor Andrews, Barrett, 


Pattison, Wi 
¢ Andrews, Weymouth ; Wainright ¢ Baillie. 


Re KNIGHT, KNIGHT », BURGESS—North, J., 17th February. 


Witit—Consrrucrion—A mpreurry—Mispescrrprion—Girt or Lease or 
Dwetrme-Hovse Passes. 
a 


Dwetiinc-novss—WHerner 
The question in this case was as to 





Noxrn, J., said that at the time testator’s death there was not 

any lease, therefore it could not be said that the words, taken, 
g. Fle Srl 0 Dy Desuee Ux Sir pate, uaa © con - 

t tutor intended to something” ot within the lnguage aah 

es 

case he should give e to the intention. at all the cir- 

da testener ghee a ning fe BR dial parc 

e testator a 

= years after he had made his will. It bad been argued if 

or 


Yours at « poppercara reat, Vind hoges Gogh bets. pansek eater the be- 

‘ears a) Ten 

oat, and the ae bas te Gee i é between such 

term and a fee. But the one was me fn the 
the other was not. There was the 

the remotest idea of ome 

the time when he his 


CONOLLY v. CONOLLY—North, J., 21st February. 


Winit—Oonsravction—ConsumaBLs Anticnse—Girt or Srock-rN-TRADB, 
&c., To Tenants mx Common —Gurr to Naxe or Kux EVENT OF 
Dezartu. 


The qoute tt Oi Gay eee ee fy Lag 
business stock-in-trade other 
testatcr ueathed the house in which carried on his 


ean afl the plant, stock-in-trade, fixtures, and utensils of 
trade, andthe goodwill oft busine, to 7.W., and F 
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Groves v. Wright (2 K. & J. 347) were distinguishable, they being cases in 
which a testator had settled a farm and the stock employed on it on a 
tenant for life, with a gift in remainder. In the present case he was of 
opinion that there was no trust in favour of the next of kin which would 
prevent a son from selling his share. He thought that the provieo iu 
favour of the next of kin of 1 deceased son did not cut down the absolute 
interests given to the sons in the first instance to life interests. If there 
was avy trust it only affected the interest of a son who might bea 
partuer in the business at the time of his death; there was no trust 
affecting the share of a son who sold it in his lifetime.—Counset, S¢ John 
Clerke ; Chadwyck- Healey. Sorrcrtons, E. H. Biggin ; Digby § Liddle. 





LLOYD ev. GORDON—North, J , 22nd February. 


Wir1—Constrvction—Girr to Wire ror Benerir or HERseLr AND 
CuitprEeN—Jornt Tenancy. 


A testator gave and bequeathed all his personal and real estate to his 
wife ‘‘ for her special use and benefit and for the special use and benefit 
and for the education and bringing up of my children.” The question 
was, what interest the wife took under this gift. She had assumed to be 
the absolute owner of a freehold house which formed part of the testator’s 
Property, and had mortgaged it. 

ortu, J., held that, but for the words, ‘‘for the education and 
bringing up of my children,” the case would have been clearly governed 
by Newill v. Newiil (20 W. R. 308, 7 Ch. 253), and the widow and 
the children would have taken as joint tenants. And his lordship was of 
opinion that these words made no difference as to the interest taken by 
the widow, and did not give her any power to dispose of the capital of 
the property. They, at the most, gave her the control over the whole 
income during the infancy of the children, she maintaining and educating 
them.—Counset, Sir A. Watson, QO., and Methold; Swinfen Eady ; 
Giffard, Q.0., and Davenport. Soxtcrrors, Iliffes, Henley, ¢ Sweet ; Crosse 
man, Crossman, § Prichard ; Gregory, Rowcliffes, ¢ Co. 


Re MARRETT, CHALMERS v. WINGFIELD-—Stirling, J., 2ist February’ 
Dosicit or Cxorce—Wuen Acauirnep—Bvapen or Proor. 


This case raised a question of domicile. The testator was born in India, 
and had marrizd there a lady by whom he had had four children, and had 
never left that country until 1871, For two years before he left he had 
been an officer in the service of the Nizam of Hyderabad. In the begin- 
ning of 1871 he left India and went to reside at Darmstadt. In July, 
187 ray Seg a widower), he asked permission to pay his addresses to 
a German , and in May, 1872, he purchased a house in Darmstadt, 
and lived there continuously till his death, except that he paid three or 
four visits to England of about six months’ duration, and in 1874 went to 
India for a short time for the purpose of winding up his affairs there. 
Two letters from the testator were produced, one written shortly before 
he left India, and the other in July, 1871, both of which shewed that he 

a strong preference for Germany, and that he intended to reside in 
Darmstadt. By his will; which was made in 1874, in English form, he 
gave his property to his grandchildren. By the German law it is not 
competent for a testator to exclude his children from all benefit in his 
property. A large number of affidavits were read by persons who deposed 
that they believed the testator was desirous of ultimately coming to reside 
spo The matter came on upon a summons to vary the certifi- 
cate of the chief clerk, by which it was found that the testator’s domicil 
was German. 

Srrurme, J., said that the domicil of origin continued until a new 
domicil had been acquired, and the burden of proving a change of domi- 
cil lay upon those who asserted it. To acquire a domicil of choice it was 

that there should be actual residence in the country, and 
that there should be an intention to reside there permanently (Bell 
_ ¥. Kennedy, 1 Sc. App. 307; Udny v. Udny, I Sc. App. 441). The 
letters of the testator in this case shewed a strong preference for Germany 
as a place of residence, and, his lordship thought, a'so an intention to 
live ently at Darmstadt. The purchase of a house there was 
tall fede evidence of an intention to reside there, although it was not 
conclusive. There was nothing in the evidence, except affidavits of belief, 
to lead to a contrary conclusion. His lordship therefore held that the 
testator’s domicil was German.—Qounset, Pearson, Q.C., and Carson ; 
Hastings, Q.C0., and Farwell ; Marcy. 


PHIPPS v. JACKSON—Stirling, J., 17th February. 
Srirvnation 1s Acreement ror Tenancy or Farm—Insuncrion. 


This was a motion by the landlord of a farm for an injunction to 
restrain the defendant, who was tenant from year to year, from allowing 
the farm to remain without a and sufficient stock of sheep, horses, 
and cattle. The agreement codon which the defendant held contained a 

that the tenant should at all times during the tenancy keep on 
the farm ‘‘a proper and sufficient stock of sheep, horses, and cattle.” 
The defendant had given notice to quit, and recently advertised in 
the local newspapers and by posters his intention to eell the farming 
stock and farniture, including a certain number of cows and horses. 

Sr1uiine, J., said that he could not consistently with the practice of 
the court grant the injunction asked for. Todo so would be in effect to 
specific performance of a stipulation in a farming lease, and 
v. Stome (2 Eden, 128) decided that ‘‘ common covenants in hus- 
” were not the subject of equitable jurisdiction. The court was 
asked to su tend the performance of this covenant during the 
remainder of the , and that it could not do.—Counsz1, Pearson, Q.0., 


aul 


and Methold. Souicrrons, Walters, Deverell, $ Co. 


In the Goods of HUGHES—Prob. Div., 22nd February. 
Wu1—Oopici.—Exzcvrion—Incorpor ation. 


In this case judgment was given upon a motion for a grant of probate 
under the following circumstances. ‘The deceased, on the 23rd of October, 
1886, requested John Jones to make some alterations in a will which be 
had executed on the 22nd of May, 1878, and which was contained in the 
first page of a sheet of foolscap paper. Jones thereupon wrote certain 
testamentary directions on the third page of the sheet, beginning with the 
words, ‘‘ The following alterations have been first made,’’ and followed by 
the words, ‘‘Signed by the said testator (on the margin of) the afore- 
written will and testament,’’ &c., and concluding in the form of a regular 
attestation clause. There were no signatures on the third page, but in 
the margin of the first page there were the mark of the testator and the 
signatures of two attesting witnesses. Application was made to include 
the writing on the third e to probate, either as a duly-executed codicil, 
or as being incorporated in the will by the signatures in the margin, and 
In the Goods of Birt (19 W. R. 511, 2 P. & D. 214) was relied upon. 

Hanne, P., now said that he should have been glad to admit the whole 
of the document to probate, but he entertained no doubt that it was 
impossible for him to do so. In the recent case of Margary v. Robinson 
(31 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 111, 12 P. D. 8) he had had occasion to 
the enactments relating to the position of the signature to a will, and he 
need now only say that the Legislature had never departed from the 
principle that the signature must be ‘at the foot or end ’’ of: the 
instrument. He could not hold that what was written on one page of the 
paper had been duly executed on another page, nor could he treat the 
signatures in the margin of the first page as authenticating an inter- 
lineation. The words written on the third page must, therefore, be 
excluded from the probate.—Counser, 0. A. Middleton. Soticrrors, 
Indermaur & Brown, for Marston, Mold. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ex parte FEAST, Re FEAST—O. A. No. 1, 19th February. 


Banxrvurtcy Notice—Jupement Dest—Acrezement To Pay ny Insrat- 
MENTS —Derautt—Sgconp Banxeurtcy Notice—Banxruprcy Act, 1883, 
s. 4, suB-sEcTion 1 (¢.). 


In this case a question arose as to the right of a creditor to issue a 
bankruptcy notice in respect of a judgment debt, on the failure of the debtor 
to carry out an agreement for the payment of the debt by instalments. 
After the judgment had been obtained the creditor issued a bankruptcy 
notice in respect of it, and an agreement was then entered into between 
him and the debtor that the latter should pay £100 (which was made up 
of £37 costs in the action, £25 costs of the Sccacapter proceedings, and 
£38, part of the judgment debt) immediately, and the balance of the 
debt by monthly instalments, and, if default should be made in payment 
of any instalment, the whole unpaid balance was to become at once due. 
The £100 was paid by the debtor, and so were some of the instalments, 
but he then made default, and the creditor issued a new bankruptcy 
notice. Mr. Registrar Brougham dismissed an application by the debtor 
to set aside the notice. . 

Tue Court or Aprgat (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), 
affirmed the decision. On behalf of the debtor it was argued {» that the 
agreement had been accepted by the creditor in satisfaction of the judg- 
ment, and that, upon default, his only remedy was under the agreement, 
and the judgment debt did not revive; (2) that a second reagan | 
notice could not be issued in respect of the same judgment debt. r 
Esuer, M.R., said that, when a man had obtained a judgment for a 
debt, the court ought not to hold that any agreement with the debtor was 
taken in satisfaction of the judgment, unless it was perfectly clear that 
that was intended. In the present case the true construction of the 
agreement was that, in consideration of the payment of the costs down, 
the creditor gave the debtor time to satisfy the judgment. A part of 
the judgment debt was also paid at once, and what remained due was 
part of the judgment debt. It was to be paid by instalments, and, if 
any one of them was not duly paid, the whole was to become due—i.c., 
due under the judgment. There was, consequently, a judgment debt to 
—— the bankru notice. As to the t that a second bankruptcy 
notice could not be issued, there was no for it in the Act. Bowen, 
L.J., said that, as long as a judgment was available for execution, a bank- 
ruptcy notice could Be issued in of it. Fry, L.J., concurred,— 
Counset, Ellis J. Davis ; Sidney Woolf. Sorscrrons, R. B. H. Fisher; J. 
Seymour Salaman. 


Ex parte DEVER, Re SUSE—O. A. No. 1, 18th February. 


Banxruptcy—Prorgsrty or Banxrupt—Contincent Inrsrest—Posst- 
BILiTy — Poticy or Insurance ror Banerir or Wire—Intrropucrion 
or Fonzicw Law sx Conrract—Banxkrurtcy Act, 1869, s. 15—Banx- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, s. 44. 


The question in this case was whether the proceeds of the surrender of 
a policy of insurance on the life of a liquidating debtor, effected for the 
benefit of his wife, formed of his estate available for distribution 
among his creditors in the liquidation. The debtor filed a liquidation 
petition under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, in. October, 1883, and in 1884 
he obtained his discharge. In July, 1876, he, in the name and on behalf 
of his wife, applied to an insurance company, which carried on business 
in New York, through their branch office in London, for a ‘‘ Tontine”’ 





Policy of insurance for £6,000 on his own life, for the benefit of his wife. 
He was resident and domiciled in London. The policy was granted, and 
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was dated the 25th of July, 1876. 
sterling, le at the London office of the society, and, in consideration 
of the premiums duly paid, the eg promised to pay to the wife 
“ for her sole use, if living, in conformity with the statute,”’ and, if not 
living, to the children of the husband, or their guardian, for their use, 
or, if there should. be no such children surviving, then to the executors, 
administrators, or assigns of the husband, the sum of £6,000 sterling, at 
the London office, within sixty days after notice and of the death 
of the busband furnished to the company at their principal office in New 
York. The policy was also expressed to be issued upon certain special 
conditions rlating to ‘‘ Tontine’’ Policies which were indorsed on it. 
These conditions provided (inter alia) that the tontine dividend period for the 
policy should be completed on the 12th of July, 1886; that no dividend 
should be paid upon the policy, unless the life assured should survive the 
completiun of its tontine dividend period, and unless the policy should be 
then in force; and that, upon the completion of the tontine dividend 

riod, provided the policy should not have been terminated 

y lapse or death, the legal holder of the policy should have 
either—(1) to withdraw in cash the policy’s entire share of the assets (i.¢., 
the accumulated reserve and surplus apportioned by the to the 
policy); (2) to convert the same into a paid- for 
amount; (3) to continue the assurance for the o amount, and apply 


the entire tontine dividend to the purchase of an annuity to reduce the Ley 


remiums z or (4) al a cash the share of io ae 
ated surplus ap oned to the policy, and continue the 
in owen te ordinary plan. Bya statute of the State of New York it 
was provided that it should be lawful for any married woman by herself, 
and in her name, to cause to be insured for her sole use the life of her 
husband for the term of his life, and, in case of her survi such term, 
the amount becoming due and payable by the terms of the insurance 
should be payable to her, to and for her own use, free from the claims of 
the representatives of the husband or of any of his creditors ; but when the 
premium paid in any year out of the funds of the husband should exceed 
500 dollars, such exemption from such claims should not apply to so much 
of-the premiums so paid as should be in excess of 500 but such 
excess, with the interest thereon, should enure to the benefit of his 
creditors. The premiums were paid  § the husband up to July, 1883 ; 
after that date the wife paid them out of her estate. In August, 
1886, after the husband had obtained his arge, the wife exercised 
the option given to her by the above condition in the first of the four 
ways mentioned, and £2,959 was paid by the company in of the 
policy, which was then given up to them. The trustee in 
claimed, under the New York Statute, the excess of the premiums paid 
by the husband above 500 dollars yearly as part of his estate in the 
liquidation, on the ground that the American law was imported by con- 
tract into the policy ; or, in the alternative, that the sum p for 
surrender of the A gra was not subject to the trust for the wife, and 
therefore belon to the husband by his marital right. Mr 
Finlay Knight held that the whole of the proceeds 
as _ of her separate estate. 
ne Oovrr or Aprzat (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Bowszn and Fry, 
affirmed that decision. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the policy did not 
seem to him to have introduced any part of the American law. The 
words ‘‘in conformity with the statute” referred only to the obligation 
to pay the money to the wife for her sole use. The contract was made 
with the wife, not with the husband, and the money was to be paid to her 
if she survived him. That contingency had not happened, as the husband 
was alive. But there was another contingency w which the company 
if shechose, at the 


might be obliged to pay the money tothe wife— 
of the tontine dividend period, to insist upon — to her of her share 
in the assets. His lordship could not doubt this money, when paid, 


was intended to be for her separate use. It would be absurd to suppose 
that, if she ee ae rae og way, it —— ~— wi 
was to lose the money altogether ts property 
husband. It could not, therefore, belong tothe helena or his creditors. 
The option was not exercised until after the husband’s discharge, and at 
the date of the discharge he had only a mere or contingency which 
could not be valued, and was not “ property ”* wi vested in his e 
Bowen, L.J., was of the same opinion, though not for the same reasons. 
The clause as to payment to the wife was not intended to incorporate the 
American law for all purposes, but only as to the obligation to pay to the 
wife under the contract. The ea ee 9 however, arose, not on that 
clause, but on the clause allowing the wife to withdraw the accumulated 
value of ony The question was, who was entitled to the money 
paid under this clause? He could not 
contract that the money was to be for 
matter was left in doubt. But the husband obtained his discharge in 
1884, and the question was whether this could be considered a property 
vested in him then. He had a mere or that his ar 
ibly adopt one of a number of courses which might be for his 
That chance could not be valued any more than a chance that a rich 
relative might die and leave his om ay Ag a bankrupt. It was a mere 
tion not capable of estimation. 
entitled to the money. Fay, L.J., agreed f 
Bigham, Q.C., and Abrahams ; Reid, Q.0., and Sidney Woolf. Soxrcrroas, 
M. Abrahams, Son, § Co. ; Alfred Howard, 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Soricrrons Srruck orr THs Rots. 


11th February—Frepzrxicx Huxiey. 
1lth February—Arazp Oram. 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
The following circular has been issued to the London m 


the society : —At the meeting of the at York, 
resolution was — to the effect that 
rovinces annw yet ee ee 
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Majesty’s reign) is to be marked as a jubilee year and celebrated 
ingly. The council have had 
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effect. Also, that the members of the society who guarantee 
guineas shall be entitled to participate in the entertainment. 
mittee will be happy to receive donations of a less amount 
guineas from members who, not able to take partin the entertain 
ment, desire to contribute to % 
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pose I enclose you a form w you can 

cating eetines 70u ie Seat eee ane ees or five guineas, or 
any less sum, in terms of this ; and as it is desirable 
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constituted it is Lap on to convene a g — 
for the purpose of appoin’ a small sub-committee, to whom 28 
pralicced 6 with the ein conduct of the entertainment will be 
intrueted. 


SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The following are extracts from the of the committee :— 

Members.—The number of members is 129. 

Solicitors’ Certificate Duly Repeal Bill, 1886.—On the subject of this Bill, 
introduced into the of Commons in of 


by a special 

early part of the year. 
County Court Rules, 1886.—It was aes to the committee that 

alteration should be made in ord. 5, r, 9, and 
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the facts necessary to en’ to a summons for service out of the 
hat, dae We ere aa, examination on oath. No 
alteration has yet been but understood that at some courts the 

the construing the words, ‘‘ evidence on 


was not intended to be drawn from it) that the a dis 
ons, Se Sie edly sue Se ie. Dene ar in of appearing 
personally. They, effect, suggest shall’”’ may there 
not unreasonably be read ‘ le 
ohieel te tie TT cain ok hee =. 

present course use meetings 
mon unsatietecteny, Sol et DS Sparen toe Sanaa 
Mhesy “give, guaceel .ainay. Ae solicitor to represent them at 
meetings of creditors. Yous comenise coarse Mra, ane ease 
witiog So iets © any tage eee alteration. It is under- 
stood that the matter receive the early attention of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society. The committee would call the attention of 
members to the new scale of costs issued in connection with the Bank- 
super Ack, SRiGh connt Site Sore’, Oo: 5 ee eee tae 

, Estate’ Leases.—It been to the notice of the com- 
plots of balding ina In Shettel}, Sick gah cece eal Oa 
require a lessee to take a separate for every two houses 
him, even when such houses were under the same as others 
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288 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL: 
solicitors to the estate, and after much correspondence it them, steps were taken to obtain an intewview between them and the | 
that lessees vee to be entitled, an they ‘are taking ‘ plot on which Sots of alae te wee eptaded to seo! felipe or 
more than two houses are to be built, te have but one lease. The com- | of the practice, and to ask for its tinuance ; but the ne of a 
mittee such an interview was obviated by the magistrates deciding that in future 


also oxengnd thet on sy mment or sub-lease, instead of a full 
of the deed g@ required by the lessors (as stated in the covenant), 
solicitors would be satisfied with the production of the draft of it. 
instead of requiring an insurance for such a floating value as 
‘t value thereof,”’ c© mention should be made in the lease of 
in which the property is to be insured. 2 
Lend Tenure and Transfer Bill.—This Bill, in the month of April last, 
received the careful consideration of the Conveyancing Sub-Committee, and 
some ence on it took place between the committee and Mr, J. 
Theodore Dodd (who was helping the promoters of the Bill). The Con- 
veyancing Sub-Committee the following resolution on the subject, 
which was forwarded to Mr. Dodd :—‘‘ That owing to the doubtful mean- 
ing of section 5 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, which has 
resulted in several different judicial decisions, terminating so far 
the case of Reid v. Reid in the Court oe ig it is advisable to amend 
in accordance with the last decision, which appears to be the 
natural construction of the intention of the section; but that instead of 
this being accomplished by section 38 of the Land Tenure and Transfer 
Bill, such last-mentioned section expresses what appears to be the exact 
converse of such decision.”” Pending legislation on the subject, the 
Council of the Inpenpeontad Law Society and, subsequently, the Bar Com- 
mittee have done valuable service by issuing carefully prepared statements 
as to the existing law, the attempts which have already been made to 
establish a system of registration, and the causes of the failure of such 


Decletens of the Courts.—The attention of members is called to the case 
of Re Pope (34 W. R. 654 and 693), in which the Court of Appeal decided 


that the tion of an order appointing a receiver confers a good title 
es 8 t creditor, as a subsequent bond Ade purchaser 
n , notwithstanding that there are no means of ascertaining the 
exiatence of such an order, The Inco ted Law Society of the United 
_— have taken up the matter with a view toa remedy being pro- 
. Attention is also directed to the case of Newbould v. Smith (29 Ch, 
D. 882; App., 33 Ch. D. 128), which Mr. Bernard Wake referred to in 
hia able paper (‘‘ A Warning to Mortgagees’’) read at the recent meet- 
ing of the Incorporated Law Society in York. The subject is of practical 
importance to mortgagees. 
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NOTTINGHAM INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the council :— 
watt .—-The present number of members is 110, the number last year 

ing 112. 

New Rules and Orders.—The council believing that it would be found 
useful if the various rules and orders issued by the judges were supplied 
gratis to the members of the society, has made arrangements for one year 
with Messrs. Eyre & Spottiswoode, of London, to do this on the day of 

; only one copy will be supplied to a firm which consists of two 
or more members. 

Assize Arrangements.—The council, at its meeting on the 15th of March 
last, resolved that a memorial should be presented by the society to the 
Lord Chancellor, pointing out the great inconvenience to solicitors, 
jurors, suitors, and witnesses, arising from the increased length of assizes 
owing to one judge only travelling the Midland Circuit, an g the 

of the old system of two Tatoos. This memorial was duly for- 

to the Lord Chancellor, who acknowledged its receipt ; copies of it 
‘were also sent to the law socicties of Leicester, Lincoln, and Northampton, 
and their support invited. The members are probably aware that the 
subjéct is now about to receive the consideration of the judges, but the 
council fear that if the su, ions of the Bar Committee lately published 
are acted upon, a fresh evil will be created ter than the one complained 
of, for it is clear that the combination of Lincoln and Nottingham for all 
assize whereby solicitors, suitors, and witnesses from Notting- 
Q as well as criminal matters, will have to attend at 
Lincein three times in every two years, and vice versd, will be a greater 
inconv than even the present arrangement. This council gly 
ad 6, as 8 solution of the difficulty, the combination of circuits—e.g., 
and Oxford Circuits—or the creation of larger circuits carved 

out ofthe existing ones. If this were done, two judges could attend at 
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all the assize towns (except such as Oakham or Ayles ) and 
thereby the time at each would be shortened to half pom ae 
and yet the ite time taken for the combined or enlarged ts, 
qoulh bane ger than the time now oceupied by the one j travel- 
ling the of the circuits. It is h the new il will take 
steps to bi ese views before the Lord Ohancellor, and that 
member will do his utmost to the of assize towns.” 
Costs.— After le delay, a scale of costs in 


bankruptcy matters has been issued ; these costs, although a considerable 
t on the former scale, do not, in the of the council, 
once tae edhe pores to the solicitor ofa debtor. It 
be that the is ample for work done as solicitor to the trustee, 
it should be borne in mind Se 8 es eg of time and expense in 


e way in which the in- 
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are taken—e.g., the statement of affairs— 
fair and reasonable that the so to the debtor should be 


the oversight which at this he has invariably to give 
to tis dient. . ial chil oi 
hk Magistrates —The attention of the council having been called to 
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the information as to previous convictions ‘should be withheld until the 
guilt of the prisoner was determined upon. 





CHESTER AND NORTH WALES INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


The avnual meeting of this society was held at the Town Hall, Chester, 
on Tuesday, February 15, Mr. O. W. Duncan, president, in the chair. 
The report of the hon. secretary (Mr. N. A. E. Way) and the hon. trea- 
surer’s (Mr. F. E. Roberts) accounts for the past year were received and 
adopted. The f officers of the society were unanimously elected 
for the ensuing year :—Mr. T. Bury, town clerk of Wrexham, president; 
Mr. G. Boydell, of Chester, vice-president: Mr. F. E. Roberts, of Chester, 
hon. treasurer; Mr. R. Farmer, of Chester, hon. secretary. The follow- 
ing gen were appointed the committee for the ensuing year—viz., 
Messrs. 8. Smith, A. Carrington, H. Taylor, C. W. Duncan, H. Moss, and 
N. A. E. Way, all of Chester; and Messrs. J. A. Hughes, J. H. Pierce, and 
H. A. K. Poyser, all of Wrexham. Messrs. C. P. Douglas and F. W. 
Sharpe, both of Chester, were re-elected hon. auditors for the ensuing 
year. 


rs 


LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of this society was held on the 16th inst., 
the Hon. Alfred E. Gathorne-Hardy, M.P. (a trustee and director), 
in the chair. The actuary (Mr. Griffith Davies) read his usual state- 
ment and presented the accounts, from which it ap d that the 
assets of the society, on December 31 last, were:—Guarantee fund, 
£1,040,606 16s. 3d.; assurance fund, £4,093,985 13s. 3d.; total assets, 
£5 ,134,592 93, 6d. The revenue for the past year was :—From renewal 
premiums (including £3,769 lle. 10d. commuted premiums) 
$912,083 Se. 4d; from new preminms (Iacluding’ £014" 5s. 5d. single 

12, 5 new 3 4 e 
premiums) £9,699 93. 11d. ; less re-assurance ums, £1,482 10s. 10d. 
—£8,216 19s. 1d. ; from interest on the guarantee fund, £42,091 11s. 10d. ; 
overdue interest carried to suspense account, £857 14s. 6d.—£42, 949 6s, 4d. ; 
from interest on the assurance fund, £169,138 103. ; overdue interest 
carried to suspense account, £11,013 19s. 1d.—£170,152 9s. 1d. ; office, 

tration, and other fees, and fines on revivals, £109 9s. 1d. ; together, 


051 8s. 11d. 
adopt was by the Chairman, who 
mentioned that it was the first time that the duty had fallen upon him. 
The board, however, deemed it advisable that e director should take 
the chair in rotation. He went on to sketch the unfavourable circum- 
stances for trade and business, especially prudential assurance, which had 
characterized the past year. In spite of this they were able to report an 
increase of new business, which figured at £9,699, against £8;402 for the 
ope eta twelve months. Still, he could not say that they were doing the 
usiness that, with their great claims upon the public, they were entitled 
to expect. This society had stood -three years, and $15,000,000 
in claims and bonus in that period. eir security was founded upon a 
rock. He would, therefore, impress upon his brethren of the pal aS 
with what perfect justice they might recommend this society to uninsured 
legal practitioners. The directors never made poy pv ao 
any @ ths 
rash societies. In reference to the claims which, he 
said, were undoubtedly large, the chairman out that upwards of 
£143,000 of it was for bonuses to the assured, and that the total was 
considerably under the expectations based upon the Healthy Male Table, 


Replying to q' by Sir Thomas Farrer, Mr. W. F. Farrer, and 
erred to ree =. the 

he legal profession effect of which was to 
value. Personally, he was in favour of entirely 


lower their marketab! 

abolishing this restriction, but it was to add that some members of 
the thought otherwise on matter. The opinions of policy- 
holders ware in’ 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denarinc Sociery.—Feb. 22—Chairman, Mr. R. L. 
Devonshire.—The subject for debate was, ‘‘ the case of Lewin and 
another v. Wilson and others (55 L. J. P. ©. 75), would the decision be 
different if it were under the law of England instead of that of New 
Brunswick?’? Mr. Wilmot E. Elmslie the debate in the affirm- 
ative, being supported by Mr, R. A. and opposed by Messrs. 
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Se ee eee 
eight members present. 


Preston Law Denatinec Soctrry.— Feb. 18—Ohairman, Mr. John 
Parker, solicitor.—Five legal queries —— to advancement, mort- 
gages, eck rr by married women, 


as my circumstances will enable me to provide you with a comfortable 
and a happy home.’ No other promise by A. was ever made. At the 
time A. wrote this letter he was in good health and earning $150 a year. 
Three years later, when B. brings a action, A. is 


w. M. Woodhouse, W. La edison ' Mr 
After Mr. ime ha epi, the caiman pub the on to the arden, and of 


PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED, 


Brother) rT a ledlahaa Lares 


regularly employed, a salary of £400 a year, but is subject to a form of 
chronic illness -which ennestenally peovents him from attending to his GENERAL. 
business and makes it, accordi his physician’s advice, ‘imprudent, | In the Hones of Gouin hee edge dt 
and possibly dangerous,’ for him . * marry. No attempt to rescind or | Attorney-General whether it was the 
release the promise can be proved, Is B, entitled to damages? '’ | ment to give to, ake an 
= T. H. Olarke opened the case in the affirmative was T, 1885) of the comanttien 

Mr. T. D. Penrice, whilst Messrs. . a ‘| into the subject ’ 

Whiteside, and J. "J. Rawethorne upheld the contention. | the courts and chambers of the Chancery 


The chairman summed the arguments uced pro con, and put the 
question to the meeting, when a verdict was found for the negative by a 
aasediy of five. 








LEGAL NEWS, 
OBITUARY, 


Mr. Joux Eowanps Paice, solicitor, died suddenly uly of How op, the 008 the 20th 
ult. Mr. Price was admitted a solicitor in 1865, and 
settled at Newent. He was a perpetual commissioner for Gloucestershire, 
and had a considerable private practice. He also held several i —— 
——— being clerk to the Newent Highway Board and the Newent 
ool Board, and yer to the Newent Board of Guardians’ Assessment 
Committee, School Attendance Committee, and Raral Sanitary Authority. 
Mr. Price leaves a widow and several children. 


Mr, Joun Groner Larne, barrister, 8 6 8 See 46, 

ve otsing, Hill, on the 11th inst. Mr. Laing was @ second » 
fis. Malcolm ing, and was born in 1839. He was Koa ow 

St. John’s College, Cambridge, where he uated as pom fee 
and second Smith’s Prizeman in 1862, e was called to the 
Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1866, and he pena or in the 
Division. Mr. Laing had acted as examiner for the law _— 
Cam . He was married in 1868 to the daughter of Mr. 
Macdonald, of Johnston, Aberdeenshire. 


Mr. Atrrep Durie Barruert, solicitor, of Abingdon, died at that 
lace on the 16th inst., in his 71st year. Mr. Bartlett was born in 1816. 
@ was admitted a solicitor in 1839, and he had practised soe gy may dae 
five years at Abingdon. He was a perpetual byt oye 
and Oxfordshire, and he had a large private ond ph pore 
important appointments. He was for gr’ cel yours. dapat coroner f 
the A m District of Berkshire, and in 1864’ he was slatted coroner, 
He had clerk to the Abingdon Burial Board since Poe See to the 
Abingdon Highway Board since 1863, and treasurer of borough of 
Abingdon since 1864. Tie wan ake» abords on the Hlempestsaieancel Income 
Ean for fe coeengP- Mr. Bartlett was buried at the Abingdon Cemetery 
on the 


val 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. WusaM Trevensn, solicitor, of Helston, has been appointed a 
Magistenie for that borough. Mr. Trevenen was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Cuartzs Barxpizy Bzppor, solicitor, of Hereford, has been 
appointed Secretary to the Hereford Infirmary. Mr. Beddoe was admit ted 
a solicitor in 1881. 


Mr. Groner Feurnaw, solicitor (of the iy on ys Feltham & Palmer), of 
Portsmouth, Landport, and Southsea, has m eppointed Sollee Ss to the 
Portsmouth and Gosport Licensed Victualler’ and Benevolent 
Association. Mr, Feltham was admitted a solicitor ia 1870, 

Mr. Rozgat Tuomas Wrace, solicitor, of 11, t St. Hole's ants of 
Layton, has been elected Master of the Woolmén’s 
suing year. Mr. Wragg was admitted a solicitor in tg acame 
clerk of Leyton and of St. Helen’ 8 Bichon . ee ee ee or | for 
the rn pee Local board, and he the office of 
London and Middlesex, 

Mr. Jamas Onantes Wapvingtow, oolietter, of Burnley wi I Pad 
has been appointed Solicitor to the P Serwool, spe 
Starr-Bowkett Building Society. Mr. Wad a 
solicitor in 1884. 

Mr. Wxrswz E. Baxter (coroner for Middlesex) has been appointed a 
Deputy-Lieutenant of the Tower Hamlets. 

Mr, J. F. Mriys, solicitor (Mesars pe mae i a hg has been 
appointed a Justice of the Peace for the city of Manchester. 

Mr. Joun Bury, solicitor (Messrs. Hinde, Milne, & Bury), has been 
appointed Hon. Sec. of the Manchester Incorporated Law Association. 


D2 iserete 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURKE, 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Mr. Justice 
Ourrry. 
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London Gasette.—TuERSDAY, Feb 22. 
JOINT OSTOGK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED In CHANCERY. 

Gtiyn NgaTH COLLIERIEs, Lamerep.~ Stir! ling, J., has fixed March 5, at 12, at his 

chambers, for appointment of a liquidator 
EstTaTE AND BUILDING MATERIAL Uo., Lrurrep.—By an order made by 
North, J., dated Jan. 15, it was ordered that the company be wound up. North, 
J., has fixed Friday, March 4, at 1, at his chambers, for a pointment of official 
ite, New inn. agent for Cox, Swansea, solor for petner 

LanpD CORPORATION OF ENGLAND, LimITED.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 

18, directed hy heard before Kay, J.,on Saturday, March 5. Wild & Co, 
lane, Cheapside, solors or petners 

Lonpon AND LANCASHIRE Paper Mitts Co., Lurrgp.—By an order made by 
North, > dated Feb 12, it was ordered that the company be wound up 
Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry chbrs, solors for petner 

bey had gy oun — a> Se. » LIMITED. ‘ —Kay, J., has fixed Apa}, 1 
a , a ambers, for s ment of a uidator in place of v. 

yon nae decd. 6:05 z . ¢ ag! 
HOLESALE —e oh 0., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 19 
directed to eard before North, J., on March 5, Durant, jun., Guildhall 
chbrs, Basingbelll st, solor for petner — 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 

w i ——— FoR THREE al 
ESLEYAN METHODIST SICK AND SooreTy, Wesleyan Methodist School- 
room, Haslingden, Lancaster. Feb 18 - 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb, 15. 
FiscHer, Moritz ABRAHAM. Carter lane, Manufacturers’ Agent. April 1. 
Schutte v Fischer, North, J. Chandler, Finsbury pavem 
TayLor, THOMAS RICHARD, Maida vale, Licensed Victualler. = 14. Mar- 
shall v Taylor, Stirling, J. Miller & Vernor, Moorgate st 





Norices TO CREDITORS ance TrusTEES RELIEF Act, for insertion in the 
London Gazette or any new should be sent to Harrison and Sons, Pub- 
tte, 45, St. artin’ s-lane, W.C. The Gazette is published every 

Tuesday and Fiiday.— [ADVT. ag 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or CLAm™. 


London Gazette.— TUESDAY, Feb. 8 
Saszeun, ALEXANDER, Liverpool, Merchant. April 15. Duncan & Son, Liver- 





poo 

BARTHOLOMEW, ELIZABETH, Peckham rd, Surrey. March 21. Miller & Miller, 
herborne lane 

BIGLAND, FANNY SARAH ANNE, ro Marychurch, Torquay. March 18. Crowdy 
& Co. Serjeant’s inn, Fleet 

Bissect, WILLIAM, Edgbaston, Warwick, Gent. March 30. Jelf & Latham, 
Birmingham 

Bripcen, RopertT, Newtown, Southampton, Gent. March 25. Stanton & 
Bassett. Southampton 

Brioas, Henry, Bradford, “Gent. March 19. Learoyd & Co, Huddersfield 

Baricut, E1izabetu, Vhelmsford, Essex. March ii. Phillips, Chelmsfor 

Brown, Hannah, Colchester, Essex, March2. Pope & Co, Colchester 


Burpce, Tuomas, Upper st, Islington, Butcher. March 21. Godwin & Son, 
Wool Exchange, Coleman st 
Bua, woe Colyton, Devon, Farmer. Marchi0. Hine-Haycock & Co, 


CuHIcK, Sak HAmItTon, Sherborne, Dorset. Feb 15. Trevor Davies, Sher- 
CHIPPENDALE, RicHarD, Church, Lancaster, Printer. March 8 Sharples, 


Accrington 
Cocks, CATHERINE, Southampton. March 25. Stanton & Bassett, Southampton 
CurTrortH, AzUBAH, York. Marchi. Walter Ibbotson, Sheffield 
Dorry, Annz, Church Knowle, Dorset, March 31. Filliter & Son, Wareham 


Bowsase, 5 Rev GrorcE Rosertson, Shawbury Vicarage, Salop, Clerk. March 
Wilson & fons, Hull 
STEIN, HENRIETTA, a crescent, St John’s Wood, March 10. 
Bentwich, Finsbury pavement 
GREEN, WILLIAM, Hulme, Manchester, Bookkeeper. March 26. Crofton & 
Craven, Manchester 
GREENWOOD. a, Cheetham, Manchester, out of business, March 3, 


Groom, EDWARD Omantzs, Southwell, Nottingham. Feb28. Travell & Wood- 
Hamiit0n, Bensamny, Sebhempetess, Herts, Captain. March 5. Nightingale, 


ag Sr M Cam: Wi 
ase, e. t Afri M 
or Dickson, za, Os roons, es rica, erchant. May 1. 
Lovls, ~ 5 rrr 1d, Engineer. March 16. Yarde & Loader, Raymond 
Hopces, , Holland rd, Kensington. March 31. Irvine & Hodges, Mark 
Horzins, Wi1114M, Allison rd, Acton, Gent. Marchi. Neal, Lime st 
Howman, Ann, Heigham, Norwich. March 4. Overbury & Gilbert, Norwich 
Hue THOMAS, Becehiela rd, Wandsworth, Gent. March 25. Keen & Co., 


J ROBERT OLIVER, Fonmon Castle, nr Cowbridge, Glamorgan, Esq. May 10. 


& 8, 
Kaye, Sampson, Bradford, Gent, Feb 19. Farrar, Bradford 
Laicu, Grorae, Arnold Notts, Surgeon. March 12. Burton & Eking, Nottingham 
Mansu, GeorcE Wir114M, Old Kent rd, Gent. March 12. Oliver, Corbet ct, 


Gracech st 
Ow1zs, SAMUEL, Plumstead, Kent, Gent. March 25. Sutherland, Woolwich 
Joun, Sedgley, Stafford, Builder. March 19. Gould & Elcock, Stour- 
Rosgets, Susan Ann, St John the Evangelist rd, Kentish Town. March 17. 


Clarke, 
powmas-E4¥ Me ane iar. Newlands, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Esq. 
April 8, Der 

Sruarson, Janz, Croydon, Surrey. Aprili. Upton, Croydon 

Srunczs, Rosert, Handsworth, Stafford, Gent. March30. Jelf & Latham, Bir- 


‘Waxz, Trafalgar 1d,Old Kent rd. March 5. Jones, Spital sq 


‘Wanrrn, Enwix, Ramsgate, Esq. March 10, Johnson & Co, Austin Friats 





Wicocks, Huxny Ray, Westminster Bridge rd, Professor of Music, March 8. 


Warsi, JOuN, iat a ate Farm, York, Farmer. March 8. Land, 
Youne, Wirit1am Oarr, Wingfield, Upper Norwood, Surrey, Merchant. March 
4. Sandilands & Co, Fenchurch avenue 
London Gazetie.—FRIDAY, Feb. 1 
AsHwortTH, ANN. Halliwell, Lancaster. March 31. Ricca: Bolton 
ASHWORTH, MARY ANN, Halliwell, Lancaster. March 31. Ferguson, Bolton +? 
Bury, WIttiaM. feceingien, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. March 14. 
Wilkinson, Blackbur 
CLARE, Sane, Hilperton, Wilts, Grocer’s Assistant. March 17. Stone & Co, 


Ba 

Coane, of who Plymstock, Devon, Mate. March 26. Wedlake'& Co, Serjeant’s 
nn, Temple 

Casa, af ALTERED, Bolton, nr Bradford, Innkeeper. March 11. Freeman, 


B 

Davay, ¢ Lay yt any jun, Nelson sq, Blackfriars rd. March 12. Geo R 
e. 

Exprivos, Mauri, Oehurne rd, Finsbury pk. March 25. Price & Son, Wal- 


GILBERTSON, EDWARD CoLiines, Wimbledon, Surrey. March 21. Torr & Co, 


‘ord row 
Green, CHARLES, Reigate, Surrey, Gardener. March 16. Martin, Henfield 


GRIFFITH, Epwarp, Oakley sq, St Pancras, Surgeon. March 11, Turner & Oo, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Hatiows, ELEANOR, Canonbury pk South, Islington. March 25. Carpenter & 
Sons, Laurence Pountney lane 

Harris, Lucy, Cheltenham. April10. Thorpe & Thorpe, Nottingham 

Hawks, GEoRGE, City rd, Gent. March 25. Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 

—e« Hasker st, Chelsea, Gent. March 1. Cockram Taylor, Essex 
st. 

Haars. “EDWanp 3 Jom a hill rd, Highgate, Tea Merchant. March 81, 

cin, 

JAMES, Mary, Solva, Pembroke. March 25. Propert, Haverfordwest 

LEONINO, ARTHUR Davin, Middle Wallop, Southampton. March 15. Bompas & 
Co, Gt Winchester st 

LrvrEtu., Henry, Norwich, Gent. March 31. Winter & Francis, Norwich 

Masurm, JosEru, St George’s rd, Brighton. March 25. Chubb, John st, Adelphi 

MITCHELL, SaRaH, Guiseley, York. Marchi. Bond & Co, Leeds 


NicHotis, HENRY WILLIAMs, Railway pl. Eesshenth, st, Tobacconist. March 


10. Webb & Burt, Argyle st, 
NIGHTINGALE, SAMUEL, ‘Great Yarmouth, Esq. March 25. Kennett, Norwich 


Omnagy | Francis, Cheltenham. Marchi. Winterbothams & Gurney, Chelten- 


PaRKHOUSE, Epwin, Wharf, Fermoy rd, Paddington, Carman. March 7. 
Reater & Hicks, Ely pl. ‘Holborn 
ra. JOu™, Thurlow pk rd, Lower Norwood, Gent. March 3i. Pidduck, 
anchester 
Price, JosEPH, Furnival st. Holborn. March 31. Townsend & Jones, Swindon 


PRINCE, FREDERICK TICKELL, Curzon st, Mayfair,Gent. March 30. Braunstein, 
Westminster chbrs, Wes ter 

PRITCHARD, HENRY JOHN, ee pl, Belgrave sq, Steward. March 17. 
Stol'ard & Swan, Oxford 

ROBERTSHAW, JOSHUA, Giriington, Manningham, Bradford, Agent. March il. 
Freeman, Bradford 

Rocue, CATHERINE, Byker, Bonsante upon Tyne. April 25. Dickinson & 
Miller, Newcastle upon Tyn 

RyYAn, Exiza, High st, Camden T own. April1, Claremont, Pall Mall 


Sarvis, Jonn, Albert st, Regent’s park, Gent. April 12. Wrentmore, Bedford 
row 
Snape, RicHarD Forts, Bolton, Lancaster, Surgeon. March 19. Broadbent & 


Heelis, Bolton 
SNEWING, CHARLES, Watford, Herts, Gent. March 25. Price & Son. Wa'brook 


STewaRtT, W1LL1AM, Wakefield, Solicitor. March 23. Stewart, Wakefield 
Crores, © Mary a Haxzei1et, Balsall rattan. nr Birmingham. March 28. Russell, 


eae Ma or James E aaa Sydenham, Kent. March 


HASstTIN 
bi alker & $o,1 Theobald’s Pray Ge 
WALKER, CHARLES, Dewsbury, York, hor. “ 2. Walker, Serjeant’s ion 


Wit11ams0n, SAMUEL, Holywell, Flint, Solicitor. March25. Blake & Heseltine, 
Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 
Gaszette.—TUESDAY, Feb 15. 
ADAM. , Bepemeee OLOMEW WLEY, Manor House, Staines, Esq. March 1. 


SaMUEL ROWLEY. 
& Qakley. New ct, Lincoln’ 
ARCHARD, WILLIAM STRANGE, Twerton, Somerset. April 3. Simmons & Co, Bath 


Batrtey, TowoTxy, Hanham, nr Bristol, Quarry Master. Marchi9. Moger, Bath 
BAYNES, SERED, Lancaster, Stonemason. March7?7, Sharp & Son, Lan- 
Bean. ALEXANDER, West Mersea, Essex, Farmer. March 81. Turner & Co, 


Gol ester 
Buxton, Joun, Sheffield, Gent. Apr9. Clegg & Sons, Sheffield 


orn, soe, Ramsgate, Kent. May 10. Whitakers & Woolbert, Lincoln’s inn 
en, Gloucester Hvurpis, Hasfield, Gloucester, Gent. Marchi. Bonnor, 

Fav, Soo, Esher, Surrey, Solicitor. March 31. Few & Oo, Surrey st, 
ee ee ROWLAND, Redland, Bristol, Gent. March 31. Colborne 

nw, FREDERICK, Bexley, Kent, Carman. March 21. Beetham Batchelor, 
Harvey, Rospert, Colchester, Essex, Farmer. Aprili. Pitts & Savage, Ludgate 
Tasso, BACnet, crescent, Maida Vale, Esq. March 5. Le Brasseur 


& Oakley, New ct, Lincoln’s inn 
JEFFERIES, JOHN, Gt Barford, Bedford, Farmer. Aprili2. Leeds Smith, Sandy 


JOHNSON, WILLIAM, Saddington, Leicester, Gent. April 16. Berridge & Miles, 
cua, Mant, Gt Cumberland pl. March 25. Currie & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
JORDISON, CHRISTOPHER, Redcar, York, Yeoman. March 31. Wooler 
ae Hannan, Redcar, York. March 31. Wooler, 

. Samus, Calstock, Cornwall, Gent. March 25. Nicolls & Blight, Cal- 


tai TON, ADBANAM, Farleigh Castle, Somerset, Esq. March 31. Mann & 
MazTIN, , Hany ENRY, Wandon Lodge, nr Rugeley, Gamekeeper. March 12. Twynam, 
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_ MocCass, Maruew, Liverpool, Hog Salesman. April 23. Darby, Liverpool 


Peacock, RopErT WILLIAM, Stanhope st, Hyde park. April 1. Evans & Co, 


Gray’s inn 
Clockmaker. March 22. Bowling & Hirst, Leeds 
REGIS, py Lower Hardres, Kent, Farmer. April 1. Pitts & Savage, Lud- 


ScHUGEETER, te Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Merchant. April5. farrar & 


chester 
ERICK, Halkin st, Belgravesq, Coach Builder. April15. Plaskitt, 
Lincoin’s inn fields 
seems ~ Da Measham, Derby. March 14. Smith & Mummatt, Ashby de 
Us 
Stuart, Mary ANwe Frances Cricuton, Albioh st, Hyde pk. March 28. 
Farrer & Co. Lincoln’s inn fields 
Wate. JouN, Rugeley, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. March 12. Twynam, 


0) 
Wess, GrorGz, Gravesend, Gent. March 31. Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 


Wuirerroor, RicHarp Tromas, pane Tavern, Parsons green. March 14. Cross- 
man & Co. Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn 
Wus0n, CHARLOTTE, Holderness, York. April2. Leak & Co, Hull 


WITHERS. Gmeqen, Oakley Green, Berks, Licensed Victualler. March 31. 
Phillips 5 saa ror Windsor 

Youna, Wiizas CARR, ene Norwood, Surrey, Merchant. March 4. Sandi- 
lands & Co, Fonehgees avenue 

London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 18. 

AMERY. JonN, St Mary, Newington, Surrey, Gent. March 17. Rodgers & 
Clarkson, Walbroo: 

ArTxrxson, ROBERT, Brampton, Westmoreland, Yeoman. March 12. Bell the 
younger, Appleby 

BaRNFA CHARLOTTE, Eastcote, nr Pinner. March 18. Oooke-Oollis & 
Sayer, Essex st, Strand 

meat as GEORGE, Plymouth, Esq. March 18, Slater, Pilditch, Thread- 


t 
Bourke, Lady MarcareT HAagrret, Hampton Court Palace. March 24. John- 
son & Co, Austinfriars 
BRADLEY, ALISSIMON, Newark upon Trent. March 16. Falkner, Newark 
BripGEs, + rm Sherlock rd, Haverstock hill. April9. Crowther, Chan- 
cery lane 
CAWLEY, THomMas, Nantwich, Chester, Ironmonger. March 11. Martin, Nant- 


wich 
CHEESMAN, Emma, Brighton, Glass Dealer. March1. Nye, Brighton 


CONSTANTINE, Dawnret, Breightmet Bleachworks, Breightmet, nr Bolton, 
Bleacher. April2. Greenhalgh & Cannon, ton 
CoRMACK, WILLIAM WaDHAM, Ludgate hill, Bag Manufacturer. March 23, 
man’ er-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
"moss HLIZABETH Mary, Heavitree, nr Exeter. March 15. Simpson & Co, 
Moo: st 


or SOW ILLIAM, Liverpool, Merchant. March 15. Wright & Co, Liver- 


ool 
Forst sn, Joun, Sunderland, Merchant. March 14. Kidson & Co, Sunderiand 


Pamsiane, BR np Rotherhithe, Licensed Victualler. March 31. Burton, 

kK rer 

GASCOYNE, JOHN WALDEGRAVE, Peckham, Surrey. March 21. Crosse & Sons, 

Lancaster pl, Strand 
HEADLAM, JOHN, Stewart's rd, Betteneen, Blacksmith. March 12. Sparshatt, 
Finborough rd, South Kensington 

Herepes: Tomas, Manchester, rhouse Keeper. March 9. Chew & Sons, 
anches' 

HERING, CATHERINE. Grove end rd, St Jobn’s Wood. March 28. Evelyn Gren- 
ide, Se ; 

Howes, CAROLINE, Yelverton, Norfolk, Widow. March12. Baldrey, Norwich 


puis, Jame. Godalming, Surrey. March 25, Blake & Heseltine, Serjeant’s inn, 
t st 


eet 8 
JosEPH, ISABELLA, Formosa st, Maida Vale. March 23. Hands, Old Jewry chbrs 
Kemp, Rozert, Carlton Colvile, Suffolk, Harness Maker. March 80. Reeve, 


owestoft 
LAVENDER, JOSEPH, John st, Gray's inn, Architect. March 15. Bird, Bedford row 


MIrcHELL, pues, New Brighton, Chester, Gardener. March 15. Wright & 


Co, Live 
NELsoY, ay tana Torquay, Esq. March 31. Nelson & Son, Bennet’s hill, Doc- 
r’s Common: 
n~ ANN, Great May’s bldgs, Westminster. April 14. Pullen, Basinghall 
reet 


once JOsEPH, Regent’s park rd, Grocer. March 15. Bird, Bedford row 


PaRKHOUSE, Epwin, Fermoy rd, Paddington, Carman. March 7. Reader & 
Hicks, Ely place, Holborn 
ere a Pha Grinstead, Sussex. March 3t. Darley & Oumberland, 
s eat o} 
PLATT. 5 oy Ext, Grediiam rd, Brixton, Publisher. March 7. Reader & 
8, 
RICHARDSON, 2 a Southport, Lancaster. March 28. Clark & Co, Lan- 


caster 
Roserts, EDWARD, Bedminster, Bristol, Gent, April1. Jacques & Uo, Bristol 


— ~~ Highcliff Leigh Woods, Somerset. March 28. Jevons 
y, Live: 
ScHOPIELD, JOHN, Bovhela, York, Innkeeper. March 31. Newman & Bond, 


\) 
Boors, I “—s Hawxax, Ravenscourt, Hammersmith. April2. Rivington & Son, 
enchurch 
Srnciark, HaRRiorT “5 BunBuRY Gorn, Queen’s rd, Bayswater. March 
25. Jordan & Son, Westminster chbrs, V' 
SPENCER, MARGARET, Fryerage, nr Yarm, York. March 9, Watson, Barnard 


SrraTTon, RICHARD FounTaINn, East Sheen, Surrey, Coal Merchant. April 16. 
Anderson & Sons, Ironmonger lane, Chi de 

Smonegem, Wizasan s Houthampton, United States Consul. April1. Wansey & 

», Moorgate s' 

Topy, JoHN WILLIAM, Moor pk rd, Fulham, Gent. March 31. Withall & Co, Gt 
George st, Westminster 

WInTERBOTTOM, RoBERT Dickson, Higher Broughton, nr Manchester. March 25, 
Dendy & Paterson, Manchester 

Wray, MARGARET, Littlebourne, Kent. April?. Rivington & Son, Fenchurch 


ae 


WARNING TO INTENDING HousE pig pecsenca Chagas above penshasiog 
or renting a house have the Sanitary arenagomen mes were by an 
The Sanitary Enginee en rd ‘este 

ster (Estab. 1875), who also enderelie Meme at Sem Apvt.] 
FuRNISH ON NORMAN & STacey’s SYSTEM ; Deposits 1,2, on 5x 8. oF 3 years create | Sm 


60 wholesale firms. Offi 79, Queen Wiitnte ee te 
Mall, 5. & 9, Liverpool-st., E.C. seen Vietora-ety B.C; ‘Branch 

















BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


Alam, Argzame C a) - Engraver. High Court. 
Arriast. Jaime, Braga, orks, Timber Merchant. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 
Askew, WILLIAM, Hotel Keeper. Cockermouth and 
Workington. Pet 4 Oak Fob at 
Baccy, GUSPHER, Colliery Manager. Sheffield. Pet Feb 14, Ord 
BEBBINGTON, Henry, Over, Cheshire, Innkeeper. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet 
Feb 14. Ord Feb 14 
an. Co, Se oe Nantwich and 


ROBERT, 
Crewe. Pet Feb 3. Na atid 
BuLacksvuRy, THomas, Leyland, Clogger. Bolton. Pet Feb 15. Ord Feb 15 


Bray, Wii11amM Henry, Truro, Carpenter. Truro. Pet Feb 14. Ord Febi¢ 
pinows, Sates, Cnt, Lance a Great Grimsby. Pet Feb 15. Ord 


Bunp, Ropert FLEXMAN, Walthamstow, Essex, Grocer. High Court. Pet Feb 
Buani’y Ord Feb 16 


sragr, trem om we elena, Ree Ree SLES 


Pet Feb 1 12. Ord Feb 14 
, ALPagD JOHN, and JOsmrs ORARLES nas Qu Aerae, Kennington Stone 
Court. wy 
Comwwor, Duncan Nn Mase Pond, » Leather Merchant. High 
Court. Pet Jan Ord Feb 15 
Feng orig Warwick, Pet Feb 15. Ord Feb 15 


Ones, Fai Maley Gare. Gloucestershire, out of business. Swindon. 
commen geen eg fae York. Pet Feb 15. Ord Feb 16 


Dennan, Jonn Evsrace, Lo reord Feb pl, Kensington, Surgeon-Dentist. 


Court. Pet Aug 19. 
Dyes SERRT, port, Hants, Tobacconist. Portsmouth: Pet Feb 14, 
Berea Fm py Parkeston, nr Harwich, Butcher. Colchester. Pet Feb 
Ord Fe 
Faneapwten, VALENTINE, Ulverston, Corn Miller. Ulverston and Barro 
Furness. Pet Jan 22. Ord Feb 15 te. 
senor or Torkard, Notts, Grocer, Nottingham. Pet Feb 
e 
15 ‘Ord Feb b 15 an . x 
e e 
ne ee Mugginton, Derbyshire, fails Derby. Pet Feb 15, 
‘eb 
Harvey, GEorGE Mawson LzeeGce, Elm grove, Cricklewood, Clerk. Barnet. 
Pet Feb 15. Ord Feb. 15 
Hrrcuon, JosEPH Henry, Bolton, Carder. Bolton. Pet Feb 14. Ord Feb 14 
Hownsa. Fmames, Knottingley, Yorks, Joiner. Wakefield. Pet Feb 14. Ord 
Hom, © P. & Son, Walton, Lancashire, Builders. Liverpool. Pet Feb 14, 
JONES. WILLIAM FREDERICK, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. Birmingham. Pet 
Feb 14. Ord Feb 14 


Lewis, J Carmarthenshire, 
1, Janu, ldeagen, ore Licensed Victualler. Pembroke 
itcham, Surrey, 





Lewis, Jonny, Mi . Croydon. Pet Feb 15. Ord Feb 16 
L’Hurirer, CHARLES, and JuLEs Dvuso1s, Hatton Garden, Watch Manu- 

facturers. High Court. Pet Feb 11. Ord Feb % 
1m114M Lynas, York, Builders. York. ‘Pet Jan 29, 


TLANHOGT, CERTAIN, Gnd WOARARE 
mars, Fnai Moorgate st, Advertising Agent. High Court. Pet Feb 16, 
Mat208, Hoan, apd Teomse jose, Over, Cheshire, Bakers. Nantwich 
M » Kaxver Trrve, Beadioed, Mesehant, Bentieed.. Ket Fob 2, Ord 
al oy i, visgonia geuve, Keustaghen, Wine Manhash, High Court. Pet 
Naso, Joun et Heb 8, Ord Reb gh Stockton on Tees and 


Middles dlesborough. "Pet ‘Pet Feb 15. 
NowELL, Torquay, Draper. Exeter. PetFebi6é. Ord Febi¢ 
Norns, Jom WILLIAM, Staveley, Derby, Butcher. Chesterfield. Pet Feb 15, 
P. ’ 
ATTON Seen, Gigoktee — fe, Batten, Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
Ram 12; Henny, Huncorn, Cheshire, Draper. Warrington. Pet Feb 15. Ord 
Rees, Lewis, Aberdulais, nr Neath, Draper. Neath. Pet Febi4. Ord Febi4 
Suamcay, Tuomas, Eynesbary, Hentingios, Buseher: Bedford. Pet Feb 4, 
ects Sins toe eee Canterbury. Pet Feb 14. Ord 
abit Fobie Borgow, st, Chatham, a 
PME at) 7 ppomnneye oa 
axe, O1 CHARLES MALcoLM, Liverpool, Broker. Liverpool. Pet Jan 3i. Or 
Tanpom, ApoLeEys Bacuane, Houten st, Hoxton, Oontestionsr, High Court 
ae XT" Joun, Sandwich, Kent, Grocer. Canterbury. Pet Feb 14. Ord 
WIGHTMAN, ALSXAEDER, Onttistock, Dorent, Ompanter, Dorchester. Pet Jan 


29, Ord Feb 
The following Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 


Sena 5 OEN, 


London 
er ee » Pet Deca. Ord 
ASKEW, W: 
Ar Hlouse sutastt, Kngitili: Game Weed Wakgun Feb 28 at 12. Court 


Asravr, TuoxAs, Lombard st, Timber Merchant. March 4 at 11. 33, Carey st, 
Sees Feb 28 at 3. 16, Wood st, Bolton 


pees i Hookup gs = ercuenies pinae's og Aedgs sey 
= nee oe Feb 2 at U1. 16, Wood 
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Boyce, Joun Cox, Cornwell, Oxfordshire, Clerk in Holy Orders. Feb 28 at 11.80 
yt Rec, St Aldates, Oxford 


Bunce, GzorGe, Bray, Berks, Baker. Feb 28 at 2. Bell Hotel, Maidenhead 
COHADNEY, , Clifton, Bristol, Lodging-house Keeper. Feb 25ati. Off 


DARBYSHIRE, THomas, York, Butcher. Marchi ati%. Off Rec, York 


DeEw, Pat. Weston super Mare, out of business. Feb 25 at 12.15. George 
way Hotel, Victoria st, Bristol 
Duenite Y, Landport, Hampshire, Tobacconist. Feb 28 at4. 166, Queen 


RTHUR JosePH, Welford, Gloucestershire, Gardener. Feb 28 at 12.30. 
Off Soy 17, Hertford p Copentry 
Fisxen, James ‘Scovter, Wharf rd bit rd, Dyer. Feb@at3, Bankruptcy 
bldgs, st, Lincoln's inn fields 


Goopwin, Sipnry HERBERT, Mereworth, Kent, Farmer. Mafch 1 at 3. Off Rec, 
Week st, Maidstone 
—— Thornton Heath, Surrey, Builder. Feb 2 at3. 109, Victoria 


X, BENJAMIN, Muggington, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. Feb 2% at 2.30. Off 
, St James's — ce 
HAwrtns, Josern Furcerso , Margate, Com- 


mission ts. M farch : 2ati12. B bk ‘Tineoln Y 
HiToHoR, ige Agents. March 3 as af. Beeruniay ides Paes eit 16, Wood 


Hi Taos. notin ey Yorks, Joiner. Feb 2#8at2. Off Rec, Southgate 
gate 
on Bexhill, Sussex, Gasfitter. Feb 25 at 12. Off Reo, Pavilion 
Hom J Py, Brigh ti Bon, oem, Lanes, Builders. Feb 28 at 8.60. Off Rec, 95, Vic- 
tn, Suse Hanley, Gatencws Manufacturer. March 2 at 4. North 
2 dk Lay Stoke upon Trent 
LEsLig, OHARLES, n avenue, Maida Vale, out of business. Feb 2% at 11. 38, 
toma Taco’ n’s ion 
lone ee gan, Oarmarthen, Innkeeper. Feb % at 11. Off Rec, 11, 
‘armarthen 
BEx3c, and Wits1aM Lywas, York, Builders. March 1 at 1, Off 


mini ee, Maidenhead, Baker. Feb 28 at 12.30. Bell Hotel, Maidenhead 
Samvugt Tirvs, Bradford, Merchant. Feb % at 8. Off Ree, 3i, 
Lg 3 row, Bradford 
TLIAM 


—— Torquay, Drapér. March @atii. Off Rec, 18, Bed- 
nee Neth Absrayiats, nt Neath, Draper. Feb 2 at 11.00. Castle Hotel, 
Joun. Watford, eon, Baker. Feb %atii. Blagg 


& & Edward Albans, 
8, 

Gunan, Caine, Bonne fui Fe Feb %at 2. Cannon st Hotel 

ae dng, Lan Folkestone, Furniture Dealer. March 2 at 1. Bankruptey 
dn, coln’ ; inn 


Di 
w aiexzaas. JaMEs Borrow, High st, Chatham, Draper. Feb 28 at 8.45. 


51, cery lane 
THORNTON, ak: Wakefield, Engineer. Feb 28 at 11. Off Rec, Southgate 
ch te. Wakefield 
esse ame EARE, residence unknown, Widow. Feb 25 at 3. Bankruptcy 
gs, Lincoln’s inn 


——— he al High st, Sandwich, Grocer. March 4 at10. 82, 8t George’s 
jury 
P 4 ni Hotel West Green rd, Tottenham, Grocer. Feb 25 at 11. 


Whurre. eg Ropert THOMPSON WuiTe, and JosEPH AUGUsTUS 
| fem High rd, Tottenham, Grocers. Feb 2 at 15. Oannon Street 


Wurtz, Josera ey ny (sep estate), High rd, Tottenham, Grocer, Feb 25 at 


11. Cannen st Hote 
ROBERT Tevsethsowr sep estate), West Green rd, Tottenham, Grocer. 


» Fe EIR Cannon st Hotel a yea its 
ILLIAMS, stop, nr Birmin; ham, Carpen Marc il, 
Jessen Sharp, Birmingham 4 ‘ 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
aoe, dognee CLARENCE, Beauclerc rd, Hammersmith, Engraver. Pet Feb 14. 
e 


Bacon, rc ~) 3% Handsworth, Yorks, Colliery Manager. Sheffield. Pet Feb i2, 
E118, Great Yarmouth, Butcher. Great Yarmouth. Pet 
eb2, Ord Feb 14 


Bawxs, W1i11aM, Bolton, Lancs, Optician. Bolton. Pet Feb 11. Ord Feb 14. 
Briap, Gzorez, Liverpool, Pilot. Liverpool. Pet Jani7. Ord Feb 45 
BLACKBUEN, THomas, Leyland, Lancs, Clogger. Bolton. Pet Feb 16. Ord Feb.15 
BonsHor, Cnartxs J., Derby, Plumber. Derby. Pet Jan 20. Ord Feb 14 
Bray, Witt1amM HENRY, Truro, Carpenter. Truro. Pet Feb 14. Ord Feb i4 
mows. oe Clee, Lincolnshire, Skipper. Great Grimsby. Pet Feb 14. Ord 
, ALBERT, Bath, Wheel Chair Maker. Bath. Pet Feb ié6. Ord Feb 16 
BYRNE, JUAN OLIPHANT, Winterwell Brixton Hill, occupati High 
Seat Ree tet On) TiS, team Sou Rewer, Basch, ob 
’ . ouse . 
Feb 11. Ord Feb 14 ° 


ox am, Manchester, Fruit Merchant. Manchester. Pet Feb 14. Ord 

ae * org Landport, Hants, Tobacconist. Portsmouth. Pet Feb 14. 
Cane a, Nottingham, General Dealer. Nottingham. Pet Feb 8 Ord 
Gamay Reetcaen, Liverpool, Iron Merchant. High Court. Pet Jani7. Ord 
Gases BenxsamMin, Mogginton, Derby, Innkeeper. Derby. Pet Febis5. Ord 
a Ord Feb to New st, Hampton, Grocer. Kingston, Surrey. Pet Feb 10, 

ede hye ee Seer, Wiles Dew, Blah Sees 
Harwoop, Danie. = Hi, Newington causeway, Managing Director. High 
Hoover, Beast Fe Paso faa" Peo in Foreign Provisidtis. High 
Huircuox. Josmrn Hexz ¥, Halliwell, mr Bolton, Carder. Bolton. Pet Feb 14. 


co mpage High Court. Pet Feb 9, 


TROMAs, Knottingley, Yorks, Feiner. Wakefield, Pet Feb 14. OFd 





Fvenm, a OaxtEY, Sedgley, Stafford, Grocer. Dudley. Pet Feb 3. 

Jonrs, Henry, Lianelly, Bootmaker. Carmarthen. Pet Feb 8. Ord Febs 
Joum, ome 3. Rhosybol, Anglesey, Corn Merchant. Bangor. Pet Jan 25. 
oon Febis Joun, Fontmell Magna, Dorset, Miller. Salisbury. Pet Feb 8. 
Law, Fipwer, Queen Anne’s gate, Engineer. High Court. Pet Noy 23. Ord 
Earthen: Manufacturer. , Burslem, and 

Resi SME wane 

LEVI 7 aie eo umberland, Clothier. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Lawn, Jaoon, We godeide avenue, South Notwood, Builder. Croydon. Pet Jan 


‘OMAS, Maidenhead, Berks, Baker. Windsor. Pet Feb7. Ord Feb u 


MAR, ca, , Moorgate st, Advertising Agent. High Court. Pet Feb 16. 
Maraias, oe) Brawdy, Pembroke, Farmer. Pembroke Dock. Pet Feb 5, 
Ord 


Tuomas Lacurroot, Uver, Cheshire, Bakers. Nantwich 
an Goon, “Poe Feb ie. Ord Feb 15 
ee Bradford, Provision Merchant. Bradford. Pet Feb 
12 


thc erm pa a Liverpool. PetJan 24. Ord Feb 16 
pa JouHN ROBERT, Builder. Stockton on Tees and 


sone We Woe ‘owe Hangings Dealer. Birmingham. 
tNsoR, Torquay, Draper. Exeter. Pet Feb 16. Ord 
wo cee Wirkek, , Staveley, Derby, Butcher. Chesterfield. Pet Feb 14. 
me = > Gzoree, Greetland, Yorks, Wheelwright. Halifax. Pet Feb? Ord 
on Tees, Builder. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 

Feb 15. “Ord Feb 16 
PEEL, Te 4 Henny, Carrington, Nottingham, Grocer. Nvttingham. Pet Jan 
Perrit, W1111AM, Haldane rd, Fulham, Oowkeeper. High Court. Pet Feb 9. 
eS... ay Runcorn, Cheshire, Draper. Warrington. Pet Feb15. Ord 
srry, Wants, Folkestone, Fufniture Dedlet. Canterbury. Pet Feb 12. Ord 
Wit Ropert, Shafteebury, Dorset, Baker. Salisbuty. Pap Jan 31. 
THomgs, 39 Tou, Newport, Mon, Contractor. Newport, Mon. Pet Feb 7. Org 
aco RgEvE, Bulwell, Nottingham, Joiners, 
Bet Soo Ord heb ‘Dealer. Salisbury. Pet Feb & Ord 
Coo tee L,, Hastcheap, Mining Agent. High Court. Pet Nov 1. 


VIENNO DOLPHUS RicHaRD, Hoxton st, Hoxton, Confectioner. High Ovurt. 
Pet eb 15, Ord Feb 15 


Waneeests, Joun, Sandwich, Kent, Grocer. Canterbury. Pet Feb 14. Ord 
Warp, Epwakrp, CUTHBERT, and Epwarp W: 


Leamington, War- 
wigkshire, Tailors Warwick. Bob 1. Ord Pm MASE 16 
Wi, JoHnN, chester, tte Broker. Manchester. Pet Jan 28. Ord 


Feb 15 
Wim, ,Wuy1ux, London Wall, Spirit Merchant, High Court. Pet Oct 8 


wet. Ord wean , Aston, nr Birmingham, Carpenter. Birmingham. Pet Feb 
by Fd Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Grocer. Bangor, Pet Jan 31. 


wedeeake, b 16 
an yy 53 r E., Manchester, Paper Merchant. Manchester. Pet Dec2i. Ord 
15 


London Gasette.—TuEsDay, Feb. 22 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ADAMS, JOHN, Portsea, Bootmaker. Portsmouth. Pet Feb is. Ord Feb 18 
Atiwoop, JoserH, Leamington, Coal Dealer. Warwick. Pet Feb 17, Ord 


a , Ss y, Otham, Kent, Shoemaker. Maidstone. Pet Feb 19, Ord 


pa, eee Srernex, Leeds, Accountant. Leeds. Pet Feb 16. Ord Feb 16 
Bovey, James THomas, Torquay, Corn Merchant. Exeter. Pet Feb 18. Ord 


Bows, Ozopez, St Neots, Huntingdon, Gas Engineer. Bedford. Pet Feb 18, 
Bnoey, Opens Wrnsronz, Bristol, Beer Retailer. Bristol. Pet Feb 16. Ord 


Byrom, THomas, Leeds, Beerhouse Keeper. Leeds. Pet Febié. Ord Feb1é 
Sn Ord feb Epworth, Lincoln, Potato Salesman. Sheffield. Pet Feb 5, 


OnEnnerS , CHARLES HENRY, Donington, Lincoln, Draper. Peterborough. 
et Feb 7. Ord Feb 17 
REVETT?, Thetford, Norfolk, Surgeon. Norwich. Pet Feb 19. 


Drury, ‘Laesaey, Scarborough, Grocer. Scarborough. Pet Febi7. Ord Feb17 
od Heb 1 Haminiog, Cardigan. Shoemaker. Aberystwith. Pet Feb 16. 
Girdler’s rd, West Kensington, Esq. High Court. 


CH, JOSEPH 
rs) b 17 
GEE, oun Bathe, rd oh Oxford. Pet Feb 16. Ord Feb 16 


Gratnazk, W1111aM, Ulleskelf, Yorks, Farmer. York. Pet Feb 19. Ord Feb 19 
Hog, Wiui114m, Oxford st, Trunk Maker. High Court. Pet Feb 17, 


17 
Honan, Swostas, Fete st, Hackney rd, Licensed Victualler. High Comrt. Pet 
ante: ee " Bury 8 St Edmunds, Widow. Bury St Edmunds. Pet Feb 19, 

Ord 9 


Worksop, Nottinghamehire, Saddier. Sheffield. Pet Feb 17. 
Consett, Durham, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne, Pet Feb 2. 


ad Dog Pet Beh .,0 Rombroke Dock, Iron- 





Peres 


® Peterborough. ‘Pe 





Zanbs 


ay Phen Co ome 
Hoes oF 


y ; 








eters 


gee ® 
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eb 17. 
eb 2. 
Iron- 

Pe 


Feb. 26, 1887. 


Owen, Epwarp Ro Geneurglyn, Cardiganshire, Farmer. 
‘Aberystwith. Pet Feb 16. “Ord Wop 16 
PakRY, HERBERT, Melksham, Wilts, Saddler. Bath. Pet Feb17. Ord Feb 17 
Pr 
PER, RICHARD Witisam, ssilaihs ck aan Builder. High Court. Pet 


Poaa: Wintel Rasees, Guee Great Crosby, rpool, Wine Merchant. Liver- 
Bool, Pet Feb 19, Ord Feb 19 ne ewe 


Lancahice, Bearetity $6 Suiliiae Gocsdly. Bolton. 


AMES, 
Pet Feb 19. a! ‘eb 19 : 
Court. Pet Feb is. Ord a ad ie ; . 


pe 10 
BADEER, Pirrrr, Sidmouth, Grocer. Exeter, Pet Feb ir, Ord Feb it 


SAUNDERS, WiLtIAM PuHittip, Tonbri: Kent, Boot Salesman. Tunbridg 
Wells. Pet Feb 18. Ord Feb 18 idee, ” as 


SENT, sill." Hie, Cou eacaut ARMAND, stars Gea Feb Shepherd's bush, Doctor of 


Srakt, WitLtiaM, Pet Feb 18. Ord Feb 18 


TRIMBLE, Epwarp, Tallanti ki Cumberland, Farmer. Cocker- 
and Workiagton. Pot Rob is Ord Feb if 

Waxmatax Gra Fuster Taplow, Buckinghathdhire, Carpenter. Windsor. Pet Feb 

Wa "THOMAS, Kingston u H Venetian Blind Maker. Kingston upon 
Hal, Porwenis, Ord Febas 

Warsor, Ponser, I Cheshire, Hotel Keeper. Birkenhead. Pet Feb 


wioon, Hewy Zacuanian, Bexhill on Sea, Builder. Hastings. Pet Feb 19. 











aa, Ce janete — Glamorganshire, Ironmonger. Swansea. 

Wihaen, Jams, Shemini. . Li d Victualler. Sheffield. Pet Jan 26. Ord 

Wine, Saves gatar, Colsterworth, Lincoln, Chemist. Nottingham. Pet 

Feb i Wit114M Henry, Oardiff, Jeweller. Cardiff. Pet Feb 17. Ord 
vob, Mosene Hewry, Drighlington, Yorks, Bookkeeper. Bradford. Pet Feb 
~ Ord Feb 17 


The following amended notice is substituted toe thes published in the q 


London Gazette of Jan 
Epwarpson, Beary, Fairfield, nr Liverpodl, aden Liverpool. Pet Jen | 
22. Ord Jan 22 


FIRST MEETINGS, 
— wee WILLIAM es High st, Sydenham, Baker. March 7 at 8. 


Ling it, Westmins' 
Anais, * OHN cisca, Soctanter. March 14 at 38, 166, Queen st, Portsea 


Auiwoop, JosEru, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Coal Dealer. March 8 at 1146. 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford et, Coventry 
Bacon, StepHen, Handsworth, Yorks, Colliery Manager. March 2 at 12.30, Off 
Figtree ome, Sheffield 
Bara — st, Kingsland, Cheesemonger. ~March 1 at 11, 38, Oarey st, 


Bannow, . OHN _ es Leeds, Accountant. March 2at11. Oft Reo, 22, Park 


Base, « Jaco, West st. Mile End Old Town, Contractor. Marchiat12. Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

mer aaret, Over, Cheshire, Innkeeper. March 9 at 10.80. 162, Hospital 
st, Nantw 

BensaMin, H, Sheffield Picture Frame Maker. March 2 at2.30. Off Reo, Fig- 
tree lane, Sheffie 1d 

oa GEORGE, pan, Gpetticld, Coal Merchant. March 2 at 11.80. Off Reo, Figtree : 


BOVEY. , hn = THOMAS, Torquay, Oorn Merchant. March4at 3, Queen’s Hotel, 


rt 

eman, Coceee nee, Bristol, Beer Retailer. March7 ati. Off Rec, Bank 
c rs. 0. 

“> JOSEPH, Nottingham, Commission Agent. March 1at12. Off Rec, 1, 

High pavement, Nottingham 

BURROW, — Work Wheel, Chatr Maker. March 8 at 12.30. Mr Moore, 
an jour ork st. 

Bur NEY URARI ES, Bi turminster Marshall, Dorset; Grocer. March 2 at 12.” 
pen n Hotel, 


CHERRINGTON, CHARLES Hzenry, Doninggon, Lincolnshire, Draper, March 8 at 
12. >. County Court, Peterboro 
can EpWin, Leamington, Hatter. “Erarch lat 12.30, Off Reo, 17, Hertford st, 
Neve 
NieviL,” Malse y Hampton. Gioncsntereines, out of business. March 2 at 
mm, 20. Rec, Swindon, Wil 


De Zvnica, Jose, and Jose Sinpaniiaik: Heddon st, 
— March 2 at 2.30. Bankruptcy bidgs, P. fy ey ed 4 
Exwooo, Jom: SANSUM, Parkoston, nr Harwich, Butcher. March 1 at 12. Off 
’ wi 
Ermanixdtox, ey a Dy afta, an Auctioneer. March 1 at 1. Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 
Puskas, Jone Jae Mark lane, ecaenh Vietaaie March 1 atil. Bankruptey 
ortugal st, Lincoln *s inn fields 
Sgro Drewoes Broker. March 2 at 11. Bankruptey 
noo: 8 inn fields . 
FLETOHER, GEORGE FARDSRIOZ, Sheffield, Engraver. March 2 at 3. Off Reo, 
Figtree lane, Sheffield 


GrarncEr, WILLIAM, Ulleskelf, Yorks, Farmer. March 5 at12. Off Reo, York 


Kwox, Wri11am, Consett, Durham, Builder. March 8 at 2. Off Rec, Pink lané, ' 
ewcastle on Tyne 


Lewis, Jony, Mitcham, Gardener. March 4at3. 109, Victoria st, Weetmiaster 

Mayne, Sg ioe Tuomas, Illogan, Cornwall, Grocer. March 1 at 8. Abram’s 
otel, Camborne 

McLAREN, x, JOnRPH Drxom, Loughborough park, no occupation. March 1 at i2. 

— 0. “Neate end cas GuTroot, Over, Cheshire, Bakers. March 9 at 11. 
2, Ren epi iponaa * ° - 


152, 
N W, 8 Butcher. 8 at 21.4, 
UTTALL, eur ILLIAM, Staveley, Derbyshire, March 


fiznpert, Melksham, Wilts, Saddler. ‘Maitch 7 at 19,80. Off Reo, Bank | 


HEnry, Maidstone, Chemist. Maidstone. Pet Feb id. Orl | 





ee Pecaet 




















































ce rmet: March 3 at 2 or, 
rer} = ~) OHN, Si SAR, ES Ales oboe 


Taskete, Chien. hos 30 oe 
, Bookkeeper. March 2 at ii. 4, 


— 
ADJUDICATIONS. 





ALLWoop, Sosmvat, Leamington, Coal Dealér, Warwick. Pet Feb 17. Ord Febit - 


2 Eee AME tam tebe u Ons 
Barnow. an Pet Feb 16. Ond Feb ic 
Saab ie, Oni Re EY, Over, Cusdinn, Satapte. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet 


mee a Pitton, nr Salisbury, Builder. Salisbury. Pet Jan %. Ord 
Busnant, Waxren Lewss, Pitton, ar Salisbary, Builder. Salisbury. Pet Jan 22. 
wend TEE tants, heccnaeas libioer. Leeds, Pet Febi6. Ord Feb 17 
Ckoox. Gzorce, St Paul’s churchyard, Warehouseman. High Court. PetJan 
D Prowts, York, Butcher. York. Pet Feb is. Ord Feb 16 
Devry, ArpuEpy, Scarborough, Grover. Scarborough. PetFeb17. Ord Feb 18 
Granvosn, Wit14M, Ulleskelf, Yorks, Farmér. York. Pet Feb 19. Ord Feb tp 
em, Suyseme Entien, Liverpool, Printer. Udverpodl. Pet Jan 2. Ord 


er nein Hastings. Pet Jan 2. 
Go. et P u Zi by hi 





to Direct Photo Bingra ving 


TLLtAM hi Birmingham, Beer Retailer. Birmingham, Pet 
LL Consett, Durham, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. Peb Feb 2. 
Lewis, J antes, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler. Pembroke Dock. Pet 
Lasrogh, Pigaonx, and Winssax Lynas, York, Builders York. Pet Jan %. 
sar Me Ln, Par Gimodin, Pet Jans. Ord 
ORLEY, SaMURL Vicror, Queen’s Fim, Fulham 1, Gent, Migh Court. Pet 


Sena Fi Ee om Kamae, Wn ach High Court. Pet 


Joun, Tarrington, Hereford, Farmer. Worcester. Pet Jan27. Ord 
aor, | oben a Farmer. Peterborough. Pet Feb 
Panny, HEUBERT, Melksham, Wilte, Saddler. Bath, PotFeb ir. Ord Feb tt 
Dorm, ogee Metpen, Lamang, Remetany 2S Se Bolton. Pet 

Rowiay, Tiiomas, Grown ct Cheapside Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet 
8A , Tonbridge, Kent, Boot Salesman. Tunbridge Wells 
meg i Te High Court. Pet Jans. Ord Feb1s 

Wendie O88 Heb aa oy Chiswick, Ironmonger. Brentford. Pet 

Bucks, Carpenter. Windsor, Pet Feb 17. Ord Febi7 

Kingstos, upon, Hull, Venetian Blind Maker. Kingston upon 

ae Bat feb fa bed Beta on fen, Builder. Hastings. Pet Fob, 
Whtesr, - 5 Peseta Barnet. Pet Sept7. Ord Febi6 
tape arercon abel 


‘The following 





Me OT Et aupen,: etin inane. : ihe. Pet Feb 8. Ord 
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SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 2.—Mesers. Enwis Fox 
see advertisement, oD 6. D 

Mas 4.—Mesers. Baxer & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p. 

hold Properties (see advertisement, this week, p. 4 


— — 


& BouwiaE, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasshold 


Pa Freehold and Lease- REASONABLENESS OF A 





The Subscription to the Soricrrors’ Journal 
Country, 288. 6d. ; with the Wexxty Rerontsr, 
vance includ:s Double Numbers and Postage. 


thetr Volumcs bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d 


TRANSFER oF BrERHovse 


ts—Town, 26s. 6d. ; CATES .« 


538. Payment in ad- 


UURRENT TOPIOS --cesccee -coccesees 279 
ConDrITION 
UNDER Lg RaltwaYy ame VAEAe 


Ogvaxasts RUNNING * witH THE 


seeeseseee e008 ~~ 


CONTENTS. 


LAW eee cecewnsese 
LAW STUDENTS’ JouRNAL orcs ose 





ie | 
=| 





Subscribers can have 





All letters intended for 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 


in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Arti- i¢ Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
b the excess of fat extracted. 

The Facu ounce it “ the most nutritious, per- 
ectly d ie beverage for Breakfast, —s. or 
Revues, and invaluable for for Invalids and Children. } 
High aeeren an by the entire M 

Being = y 
all palates k or years 
times the ctwength 
with 


tee of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
, 


and IN REALITY CeZAPER than such 

Made instantaneo.sly with . tiling water, a oo me 

to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a ’halfpenn 

Cosesaans 4 La Vanitxz is the most delicate, cigestible, | 

cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

(uw tine at Is, 6d., 3s., 58. 64., &c., by Chemists and 


"Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
i. Scuwsreszz & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C 


CAVENDISH COLLEGE, 





Cambridge. | 
PRESIDENT : 
HIS GRACE THE DUKE OF DEVONSHIRE, E.G. 
The Object of this Colleg eis to enable Students at 
earliest practicable -. e, and ata moderate cost, 
fo take the University gree in , Law, or 
Students are admitted at 16, 

ken at 4 a a Degree may be 
The College Char, or ging and Board (with 
ee eae in the. Long Vacation), including all | 
neous sapenese of tuition for the B.A. Degree, | 


For soe fetoemadtion apply to the WARDEN, | 
, Cambridge. 





ROVIDENT LIFE OFFICE 
Sueaes cae, we 
7” HILL, BO.” -C., LONDON.” — 


| 


. £2,4°5,985 | 
ve = £319,215 
. £8,000,000 


Invested hen 
Ann 


Claims and Surrenders paid exceed... 
Bonuses declared .. . £2,629,814 
REVISED Comprstone OF ASSURANCE. — Fore: 
Residence and Travel.—All Policies alread reign | 
and to be issued after having been Five Years in | 
Force—the Life Assured not ig engaged in any 
ee: Naval, or Seafaring Savon and of the aze 


of Thirty Eee ears and upwards—shall be relieved from 


as to Foreign Residence and Travel. 
others 


niring 1 ‘YSTEM.— Mer ers, and 
a Lif olicy at Io cheapest pr 
are invited Ad examine the terms of the Ha 





chants, Traders 
the full use of their Capital, and 
ice. 


esent outlay. | 
Half-Credit | 
Prins wg cwy. and further information to be ob- | 
at the Head Office, or of any of the Agents. 
CHARLES STEVENS, 
Actuary an and i Secretary. 
aE 





MORTGAGE INSURANOE OOR- 
PORATION, LIMITED. 


ELL 

Sir Sypyey H. Warzextow, Bart. 
aa Ee now being issued 3 Corporation 
M old apd. Leasehold 


Property. holders of Mortgage Debentures and 

Debenture Stock, against loss of principai afd in- 
-_—* aA especial advan 
le for 


to 
osses 


speuring with the the Corporation will 
also be enohl amet tS wtain Advances at the lowest 


she grants Policies to 


to Lease- 
insuring the Ye. of the Amount invested 
expiration of their leases or at any fixed 


we and conditions oot Jaen Insurance apply 
JAS, C. PRINSEP, ‘Secretary. 
January 6, 1887, 


Re th ge wh 
wpon their Tater 


To a 


‘edical Press. 
or other admixture, it suite | 
all climates, and is four | 





EDE AND SON, 
ROBE ip MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of ¢t London, & &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSBL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigsand Gowan tor Rocttews, een ate 
: and Clerks of the P: 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94 CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 


| THE BS N vy & ZEALAND LAND MORT- 
Ow ga 0000 fully i - a 
“2208 000, 
£200, 900 paid Reserve Fund, £12,000. 
The Company’s loans are ted to first-class 
hold mortgages. The Debenture issue is limited to 
the uncalled capital. 
Home D1 
H. J. Bristow, Esq. 
W. K. Granam, 
FALCONER LARKWORTHY, 


Esq 
| ARTHUR M. Mrronison, 
Esq. a. 


Chairman 0: 
The Hon. Sir FREDK. Warr 
late Premier of New 
issuing gy onl Debentures 
interest at 4 per cent. for three 
| 44 per cent. for five years and upwards. In’ 
yearly by Coupons: 
MITCHISON, Managing Director. 
Leadenhall-buildings, Leadenhall-st., don, E.O. 


Onsunee 2S ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


Lompor: 1, Meapeetmneel 9 CO. Axsunpzzy: 1, 


nion-terrace. 
INCOME +4 F —— (1885) :— 
Fire Premiums ... £577,000 
ee — pa 


Ac Pn om F ‘ands ee 


)EVERSIONARY and LIFE aria | 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other Securities and ee y the BOUTEAI or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, UITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST BOOIETY LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand, Established 
{Interest on Loans may be 


. 8. CLAYTO: 
o: EL SLAYTON, | Bene 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 
IRKBEOK BAN K.— 











eee eee 





18365. Capital, £600,000, 
capitali 





ey Rane, | Securi 


and 
The BIRKBECI K ALMANAOK, with full particu- 
Te, POs ERAN RAVENSOROFT, Manager. 
UBNIS our HOUSES or APART- 
F ie THROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER'S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The o rigingl, o. a liberal. 
Cash prices, N poate whe time 
Particulars, eottmanen, Press opinions, Aan | 
MOED. and ottenham-court- 
+ ok OE a $6 ond S00, Toten W. Estab- 
ALSO for HIRE ONLY. 





‘UNTEARABLE 7 
COPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD'S PATENT.) 
1,000 Leaf Book 5s. 6d.° 
500 Leaf Book, 3s. 6d. 
English made,, 
THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT, : 
WODDERSPOON & CO., 


ERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STREET, 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.O. 4 


MILNER’S SAFES. 


MILNER’S Strong, Holdfast, & Fire Resis 


ing Safes & Banker’s Strong Rooms, 
& 
4 





7, 








MILNER’S DEED BOXES 
For Lawyers . trom 
MILNER’S SAFES 
For Lawyers, spevially fitted 





Tntorest hall | 


with japanned boxes from 
MILNER’S SAFES 
For Books and documents 
LNER’S SAFES 
ios For Church Plate .. 
| MILNER’ 8 SAFES 
For Jewellery 
| MILNER’S going | 
or Registers, mpocaly 
MILNER’S SAFES 
For Bankers... 
| MILNER’S SAFES 
For Diamonds 
°| MILNER’S SAFE DEPOSITS . 





ILLUSTRATED DRAWINGS AND ESTIMATES 
BY POST. 





MILNER’S, 
MILNER’S, 
MILNER’S, 
MILNER’S, 


INTEMPERANCE, — 
COLMAN HILL HOUSE, 


HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 
Chai Residence, — Kind and Go 
ming Country 


EXCLUSIVELY a LanDIEs. 
For Terms and Particulars, lars, apply to Dr "Ken, B 


28, Finsbury-pavement, E.O, 
28, Market-street, Man 

8, Lord-street, Liverpool. 4 
Pheenix Safe Works, Liverpa 
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OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, 
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sab GREEN, Advertisement 
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